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CURRENT TOPICS. 


An tnspection of the Chancery Sittings Paper shews that the 
five judges of that division have between them set apart only 
eighty days in the ensuing sittings on which to hear witness 
actions, and it is probable that those days will not all of them 
be available for that class of business. But, at the very utmost, 
supposing an average of two cases per day to be disposed of on 
those eighty days, a considerable proportion, approaching two- 
thirds in number, of the 472 witness actions in their lists will 
remain unheard. 





Tue Easter Sittings, which commence on Tuesday, will only 
continue for a period of thirty-four working days, but the lists 
of cases before all the courts are nearly as long as at the 
commencement of Hilary Sittings, which had sixty-three working 
days. The two divisions of the Court of Appeal have 134 cases 
on their lists as compared with 164 in January. In the Chancery 
Division there are 150 cases before Mr. Justice Currry, 160 
before Mr. Justice Norrn, 167 before Mr. Justice Srmine, 
137 before Mr. Justice Kexewicn, and 51 before Mr. Justice 
Romer. These make a total of 665 cases as against 667 in 
January. The witness actions in the present list number 472, 
as compared with 515 in January. The Queen’s Bench cause 
list contains 1,526 cases as against 1,289 in January. 








Mr. B. G. Laxe has addressed a letter to the Zimes in which 
he says that there would be no opposition to the Public Trustee 
Bill if its effect would be simply to create an official with similar 
duties to those of the Official Trustee of Charitable Funds—if, 
that is, his functions were to protect the capital of the trust fund, 
leaving the administration of the trusts to the trustees —— 
by the settlor ; and he points out, further, that with such limited 
functions the fee charged for the services of the public trustee 
need not be large. But, as Mr. Laxe forcibly remarks, the 
Government Bill pro to intrust to the public trustee the 
whole administration of the trust, and he must, therefore, either 
‘refuse to exercise any discretion whatever and act upon cast- 
iron rules, in which case his appointment in any family trust 
will be an almost unmixed evil, or, as he will have no nal 
knowledge of the beneficiaries or their circumstances, he must 
in every case require evidence either by statutory declaration or, 
at all events, by written statement, in which case he will only 
be doing what is at present done admirably in the chambers of 
the Chancery Division of the High Court.” It may no doubt 
be said, with regard to this suggestion, that the case of charity 
funds vested in the official trustee is not quite the same as that 
of private trust funds. Charity funds do not require to be 
divided or distributed, and do not have advancements made out 
of them. But there seems to be no reason why the public 
trustee should not be authorized to act in these matters accord- 
ing to the direction of the trustees. We hardly think, how- 
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ever, that beneficiaries will welcome joyfully the universal 
diminution of income which would doubtless be the result of 
the a of the trust funds in the public trustee even for 

imited purpose suggested. If the public funds were not 
to get the whole benefit of trust investments in the hands of 
the public trustee one of the chief raisons d étre of the Bill 
would be removed. 





Tue “Emancipation” of the married woman by Lord Hats- 
BuRY and his judicial and other colleagues (including the lady 
assessors) will necessitate some changes in legal phraseology. 
“‘Coverture”’ is clearly inapplicable to the new relation in which 
the wife lives securely apart from her husband. Marriage is 
termed coverture, says Lord Coxe (Co. Litt. 112a), “‘ for that the 
wife is sub potestate viri,”’ but the essential point in the new rela- 
tion is that the wife is in no sense sub potestate viri. That the 
husband had an absolute dominion over the wife was a notion, 
said Lord Hatssvry,-with which “all the early authorities on 
the subject appeared to be tainted ””—a notion which he de- 
nounced as “absolutely inconsistent with the rights of free 
human creatures.” Plainly, therefore, we must abandon the 
use of a word so strongly “tainted” with this vile, repulsive, 
and antiquated idea. And it follows that the phrase “ feme 
covert,” hitherto adopted to signify a married woman, must be 

. That term means, according to Biacxsrone, that the 
wife performs everything under the ‘‘ wing, protection, and 
cover” of the husband, and it appears to correspond with 
‘‘covert-baron,” used by the old writers, and interpreted by 
BiacksToxe to mean “under the protection or influence of her 
husband, her baron or lord.”” That is also obviously a “tainted” 
notion inconsistent with the rights of free human creatures. 
The difficulty is to suggest any proper substitutes for these 
shockingly barbarous phrases. ‘Grass widow,” which would 
appropriately describe the new relationship of the wife to her 
husband, has, unfortunately, too much of the nature of slang 
to be admissible in legal phraseology ; moreover, “grass widow- 
hood” would not be a convenient substitute for “ coverture.” 
We think that, on the whole, we must be content to adopt the 
term “‘ feme discovert” as representing a married woman, and 
“* discov ” as signifying the relation created by the act 
of marriage. 





To supce from the report of the proceedings in one of the 
police courts something more will be necessary than a 
re-arrangement of legal terms, and the statute-book will have 
to undergo revision so as to bring it into harmony with the 
deliverance of the Court of Appeal in the Clitheroe case. Mr. 
PLowpes, it appears, has been urging on the attention of 
the r classes the new doctrine that a wife is under no 
legal obligation to live with her husband; and since, conse- 
quently, she is at liberty at any moment to leave him, the 
magistrate has been making this a ground for declining to 
grant a 1 gy woe separation. In other words, the decision of the 
Appeal is regarded by him as doing away with the 
necessity for the statute by which the power of granting such 
separation is conferred upon him. This makes it natural to turn 
to the statute and examine its words. The statute is the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1878 (41 Vict. ec. 19), and the words are per- 
fectly plain. By section 4 it provides as follows :—‘“If a hus- 
band shall be convicted summarily or otherwise of an aggra- 
vated assault, within the meaning of the statute 24 & 25 Vict. c. 
100, s. 43, upon his wife, the court or magistrate before whom 
he shall be so convicted may, if satisfied that the future safety 
of the wife is in peril, order that the wife shall be no longer Bound 
to cohabit with her husband ; and such order shall have the force 
and effect in all respects of a decree of judicial separation on 
the of cruelty.” Here, then, is an explicit declaration 
on statute-book in the year 1878 that, under ordinary cir- 
camstances, a wife is bound to live with her husband, though, of 
course, the mode in which her obligation may be enforced is not 
specified. Clearly, however, it is a legal obligation that is 
or there would be no need of an order of 

the magistrate to release her from it. One method of 
enforcing it was by a decree for restitution of conjugal rights, 


by abolishing attachment it seems clear that the provision, 
confined as it was to that specific remedy, could not interfere 
with any other remedy that existed. Indeed, having regard to 
the class of people for whom the Act of 1878 was designed, and 
amongst whom Mr. Piowpen wishes the new declaration of the 
law to be known as widely as possible, it seems not improbable 
that the Legislature were actually contemplating the husband’s 
power over his wife as it was supposed to exist at common law, 
and that it was from this especially that the separation order 
was to deliver her. At any rate, in a judgment depending to no 
small extent on the Act of 1884 it would have been not irrelevant 
to refer to the Act of 1878. 





THe pEatH of Lord Truro presents an opportunity for 
improving the condition of the Middlesex Registry Office of 
which we trust that Mr. Munron and the authorities will not be 
slow to take advantage. Some years ago a return was made to 
Parliament which shewed that the fees annually received 
amounted to about £15,000, while the expenses were £5,000, 
There was thus a net profit of £10,000, and this was divided 
between the two registrars, of whom Lord Truro was one and 
the Queen’s Remembrancer the other. As to the latter official, 
he never attended to the duties of the registry, and we believe 
that his share of the profits had by that time been devoted to 
the public funds ; but Lord Truro, the return went on to state, 
superintended the office and the staff, and put in an appearance 
whenever his services were required. Apparently this was not 
very often, and we presume that the Government will be able to 
arrange for the performance of his duties for a sum very much 
less than £5,000 a year. There will thus be a large surplus 
available for the improvement of the indices, a work which has 
long been one of pressing necessity. Attention has frequently 
been called to the anomalies of the present system. The charge 
for searching in the ordinary index is one shilling, but as to the 
advantage of this, and as to the state of affairs generally, we 
may refer to a remark made by the late Mr. Josua WILt1AMs, 
Q.C., in a letter printed in these columns (22 Soricrrors’ JourRNAL, 
183) :—‘‘ Everyone complains of the Middlesex Registry and 
says that it would not be tolerable but for the unofficial index 
to be found there.” This, of course, is the lexicographical 
index, commencing in 1829, which the officers of the registry 
have compiled at their own expense, and for the use of which, 
as their own private property, a fee of 2s. 6d. is charged. But 
even with this the operation of searching is tedious and cum- 
bersome in the extreme, and frequently has to be given up as 
impracticable. One obvious improvement was suggested by 
Mr. Josuvua Wi111AMs in the letter referred to, when he urged 
that the area of search should be diminished by making a 
separate registry and index for every parish and extra-parochial 
place, and that where parishes were very large they should be 
sub-divided into districts for the purpose of registration. 
Another equally obvious one was that the ordnance survey 
should be used to facilitate references. Accordingly, proposals 
to this effect were contained in the Middlesex Registry Bill, 
introduced by Mr. Osporne Morcan in 1880. Thus, the regis- 
trar was to divide the district into sub-districts, and to keep a 
separate division of the register for each sub-district; and the 
index which he was required to keep, of all instruments 
registered under the Act, was to be so framed as to furnish 
references to places as well as to persons, and was to be based, 
as far as practicable, on the ordnance survey, while it was also, 
as far as practicable, to be completed up to the latest date. A 
similar Bill was introduced again in 1884, but, meanwhile, in 
1882, the Government had introduced a Bill for the transfer of 
the registry to the Office of Land Registry under the Land 
Transfer Act of 1875, and, pending the settlemert of this ques- 
tion, the reform of the Middlesex apices was allowed to drop. 
The present vacancy in the office of registrar presents an 
opportunity for at length carrying these proposals into effect, 
and the action of the Government in the matter will be looked 
for with interest. 





AN ESTEEMED CORRESPONDENT recently suggested that the 
form of will, where pr yes legacies are given, 
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what I otherwise dispose of by this my will or any codicil 
thereto,” is given to trustees on trust for conversion and 
for payment of the legacies out of the proceeds, is in- 
correct, on the ground that the legacies are given twice 
over. In order to understand the form it is necessary to 
attend to the distinction between ‘‘specific” and ‘ pecuniary ” 
or ‘‘ general” legacies. "Where a specific le is given, the 
property in the thing given vests in the legatee the instant that 
the executors assent to the legacy. But the case of a pecuniary 


legacy is different. While mere assent is sufficient to give the 


legatee a right to have the legacy raised, it does not vest in him 
any specific part of the testator’s estate. The executors who 
have assented have still to raise and pay the legacy. The effect, 
therefore, of a will in the form in question is not to give pecuni- 
ary legacies twice over, it merely operates as a gift of the 
legacies, followed by a direction as to the manner in which they 
are to be raised. It will be observed that where the testator 
dies seised of real estate, the form in question makes a sub- 
stantial difference in the rights of the parties to what they 
would have been if the legacies had been given without any 
trust for conversion, as in the latter case the realty would not 
have been liable to pay them. Our correspondent also pointed out 
several objections which are frequently raised by testators to wills 
in the common form containing trusts for conversion. We shall 
consider these objections in detail, but it is right to remark that 
although a will containing elaborate trusts of the children’s 
shares presents great difficulties unless it contains the trust for 
conversion, still, where the object is simply to give a life interest 
to the widow, and to divide the property after her death between 
the children, it can without much difficulty be framed without 
any such trust (see the form 2K. & E. Comp., p. 853, prece- 
dent 8). The objection to adopting this course is that the will 
generally runs out a little longer than if the trust for conversion 
is employed, and that when the time for division arrives it is 
difficult to divide the property without applying to the court, 
unless all the children are su? juris, and concur in the division, 
or unless there is a provision in the will authorizing the trustees 
to allot property to the children in satisfaction of their shares, a 
provision which, as we shall shew, if inserted in a will con- 
taining the usual trust for conversion, might obviate the 
necessity of selling. 





Tnx FirsT onyEcrion to a will containing a trust for con- 
version mentioned by our correspondent is that a testator 
does not wish his estate to be converted, except for the pur- 
pose of paying debts and legacies, that he desires that it 
should be divided im specie among his children, and that 
trustees seem to consider that it ought to be divided as money. 
Of course the duties of the trustees must depend upon the wishes 
of the testator as stated in his will, but if it is properly drawn it 
contains provisions authorizing the trustees to Fase me conver- 
sion as long as they think fit. When the time for division arises 
the trustees can, with the consent of the children, if swt juris, 
divide the estate in specie. If some of the children are infants 
this cannot be done, unless the will contains an express power 
(see the forms 2 K. & E. Comp. 739). The next objection raised 
by our correspondent relates to mortgages. He says:—“ Al- 
though the widow may live for many years, there is not often 
ae to the trustees power to raise money on mortgage either 
or paying off debts or for management — ; nor is there 
often power to make arrangements for effecting transfers of 
mortgages existing at the testator’s death, or to charge such 
mortgages on other parts of the estate, either in addition to or 
in substitution for the mortgaged property.” The points here 
raised by our correspondent do not relate specially to wills con- 
taining trusts for conversion. Whether the will contains a trust 
for conversion or not, there is no power to do any of these thi 
except so far as the case falls within the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
8. 18, or the Settled Land Act, 1890, s. 11, There is no diffi- 
culty in giving special powers to the trustees to effect all these 
objects, whether the will contains a trust for conversion or not. 
Recent events have shewn that it might be advantageous in 
all wills to empower the trustees to give additional security 
over the testator’s estate to existing mortgagees. 





In mux cack of Re Slevin, Slevin vy. Hepburn (ante, p. 362) | 
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the Court of Appeal had to deal with the somewhat unusual 
case of the failure of the object of a charitable bequest between 
the time of the testator’s death and the time when the executors 
were ready to pay over the amount bequeathed. A legacy of 
£200 had been left to an . During the testator’s life 
it had already been decided to discontinue the institution, but 
when he died. there were still some children remaining in it, and, 
although the last of them was removed soon afterwards, it was 
held upon the evidence that the institution had, in fact, survived 
the testator. It seems clear, therefore, that there was nq lapse 
of the legacy so as to let in the right of the next of kin. Some 
confusion appears to have been introduced by the weight 
attached in the court below to the authority of Clark v. Taylor 
(1 W. R. 476, 1 Drew. 642); but, although the circumstances 
there were similar, the case was decided upon the irrelevant 
und that the testator had evinced no general charitable 
intention, and that, consequently, the uest failed with the 
particular institution in favour of which it been made. But 
the doctrine of general intention seems to apply only where the 
object has already failed at the time of the testator’s death, or 
where, a. ome other F eaguae itis at no time ible for the 
ift to take effect in the manner specifically designed by him 
Fis apes Yer to the case of the lapse of an pn a foes a 
by the death of the legatee in the lifetime of the testator, and 
such a lapse may be avoided in the case of charities where an 
intention appears, not only to benefit the particular charity 
named, but in any event to devote the money to charity of come 
kind. Where, however, the institution survives the testator, 
there is no need to exclude the claims of the next of kin by 
reasoning of this kind. The title of the particular charity is 
already con:plete, the title of the next of kin is finally excluded. 
It only remains, then, upon the failure of the stems Be charity, 
to apply the doctrine of cy-prés, and so to ascertain another 
charity to succeed to its estate. Moreover, a precedent for this 
course exists in the case of Hayter v. Trego (5 Russ. 113). 


NOTICE AS AFFECTING THE PRIORITY OF 
INTERESTS IN MORTGAGE DEBTS. 


Tue recent decision of Srirtrxe, J., in Re Richards, Humber ¥. 
Richards (39 W. R. 186) appears to be the first direct authority 
that, as between various persons entitled to the benefit of a 
mortgage debt, one cannot gain priority over another by givi 
notice of his claim to the mortgagor. A client had in 
two sums, amounting together to £550, to a solicitor for invest- 
ment. ‘The solicitor had at the time a suitable — 
security, under which he was himself legal m he 
appears to have designed this for his client, but tho upon 
the correspondence which passed, it appeared that he con- 
stituted himself a trustee of the mortgage, and though interest 
was regularly paid, no transfer to the client was ever made. 
On the contrary, some five later, the solicitor deposited the 
deeds with his bank in order to secure his overdrawn account, 
and so things remained until his death. Seven days after this 
occurred the bank gave notice of the deposit to the mort- 
gors, and the latter admitted that the sum of £550 was still 
ue from them. The bank relied upon the notice to give their 
interest in the m debt priority over that of the client, 
but the fact that the debt was not a debt pure and simple, but 
was indissolubly associated with an interest in the land upon 
which it was secured, prevented them from gaining this advan- 
tage. 

t is, of course, perfectly well settled that the doctrine that, 
as between equitable incum notice to the legal holder 
of the property confers priority, does not apply to interests in 

ihe question has frequently arisen with to suc- 
cessive mortgagees. In Peacock vy. Burt (4 L. J. Ch. N. 8. 33) 
a second mo had given notice to the first, and on this 
ground claim the third mortgagee was not entitled to 
make use against him of the legal estate which he (the third 
pane be got in. But the claim was rejected by Lord 
Corrmnnam, M.R., and the distinction was pointed out between 
the interests in question and those to which the principle of 
Dearle v. Hall (3 Russ. 1) applied. Where a fund is in in 
the names of trustees, then, as successive incumbrancers cannot 
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obtain actual possession of the fund itself, the nearest they can 
do is to give notice to the trustees. Thus, in the case just 
mentioned Lord Lynpuvrst said (p. 58): “The act of giving 
the trustees notice is, in a certain degree, taking possession of 
the fund ; it is going as far towards equitable possession as it is 
ible to go, for, after notice given, the trustee of the fund 
es a trustee for the assignee who has given him notice.” 
In the case of successive incumbrancers on land, however, it is 
always possible for one who desires to do so to get in the legal 
estate. If, then, he merely gives notice to the holder of the 
legal estate, he is not entitled to complain that a subsequent 
incumbrancer, who goes further and actually obtains that estate, 
is preferred io him. Such, at least, is the theory of the law. 
So in Jones v. Jones (8 Sim, 633), where, again, there were 
three mortgagees, it was held that the third did not gain priority 
over the second by causing notice of his mortgage to be indorsed 
on the settlement which contained the power authorizing the 
mortgages, and which, together with the other deeds, was in 
the possession of the first mortgagee. 

And the principle applies not only to cases where it is 
possible for an pn incumbrancer to get in the legal 
estate, but also to cases where the legal estate is vested in 
trustees, and where, consequently, possession of it cannot be 
obtained. Much, indeed, is to be said for the convenience and 

_ justice of allowing validity to notices given under such cireum- 
stances (see Lewin on Trusts, p. 705), but the law is well settled 
that in no case does the doctrine of obtaining priority by notice 
apply to interests in real estate. Thus in Wiltshire v. Rabbits 
(14 Sim. 76), where an annuity was charged on a leasehold 
estate vested in trustees, it was held that this was not a chose in 

‘ action, but a chattel interest in land, and that, consequently, a 
subsequent incumbrancer on the annuity did not gain priority 
by giving notice to the trustee, and the same result was arrived 
at in Lee v. Howlett (2 K. & J. 531) with regard to an equitable 
interest in a share of residuary real estate. The dividing line 
is crossed, however, when the interest is not in the land itself, 
but only in the proceeds of land directed to be sold, and this 
distinction was recognized in Lee v. Howlett (suprd) and in Re 
Hughes’ Settlement (12 W. R. 1025). A claimant who is only 
entitled to share in the proceeds of sale can never get hold of 

. the land itself. 


But while it is clear, then, that notice does not give priority 
as regards interests in land, whatever may be their nature, 
it is equally clear that it does give priority with regard to 
debts and other choses in action. With regard to these, in- 
deed, the case assumes a twofold aspect, the old authorities 
depending on the fact that notice was necessary not only in 
order to give priority as against subsequent incumbrancers, 
but also in order to create any title at all as against the trustee 
in bankruptcy. Thus while Ryall v. Rowles (1 Ves. sen. 
318) decided that notice was necessary to complete the title of 
the assignee of a debt or other chose in action in the event 
of the bankruptcy of the assignor, Dearle v. Hall (supra) 
decided that it was necessary in order to protect the assignee 
against subsequent incumbrances. When, then, we come to the 
case of a mortgage security we find two conflicting principles. 
The mortgage security consists of the debt due from the mort- 
gagor, and tho interest in land by which it is secured. As 
regards the debt, notice is necessary; as regards the land, 
though the interest in it be only an equitable one, notice has no 
effect. The result of this conflict was long ago settled with 

- regard to assignments of mortgage debts alleged to be void as 
against trustees in bankruptcy. In Jones v. Gibbons (9 Ves. 407) 
it was pointed out that, so far as the mortgage consisted of an 
estate in land, an assignment of it might take place without any 
notice to the mortgagor, and that, as whoever had the estate 
could keep it till payment of the debt, it was useless to contend 
that there had not Sie a valid assignment of the debt also. 
The decision of Stiruine, J., in Re Richards shews that the same 
ee a holds good with regard to gaining priority by notice, 
and that where a debt is secured by a mortgage the application 

- to it of the doctrine of Dearle y. Hall is oxcluded. Obviously, 
indeed, the same reason applies. The prior incumbrancer is 
entitled to keep the land until the debt is paid to him, and it 


would be very hard upon the debtor to say that, owing to receipt 
of notice, he is bound to pay it to a subsequent assignee. 


SUING AND SERVING FOREIGN FIRMS. 
Wuatever hardship the decided cases on suing and serving 
foreign firms may contain for the English suitor, and however re- 
trograde their recent tendency may appear to him to be, they have 
at least the quality of clearness. The judgments delivered have 
dealt with foreign firms the partners in which are all resident 
abroad ; with those having a branch business in England and 
one or more partners resident here ; with those having only an 
agency here; and with those having a branch business here, 
but no resident partner in this country. The first case was 
decided in 1876, the latest on the 13th of March of this year, 
and the nett result attained has been to deprive English suitors of 
an advantage which they previously possessed, but, at the same 
time, to leave us with a practice which is defined with satisfac- 
tory precision. 

There is one fact which, without attaching too much import- 
ance to it, may be noticed in passing. Between 1876, when 
O’ Neile v. Clason was decided, and 1890, when Russell v. Cambe- 
fort was decided, no doubt whatever existed as to the right of 
an English suitor to sue a foreign firm in the firm’s name. 
During those fourteen years hundreds of foreign firms were 
sued to judgment by English suitors. We do not contend 
that this was right; a majority of the Court of Appeal have 
held it to have been wrong. But as far as we have the means 
of knowing, not one of the judgments so obtained has ever 
been set aside as contrary either to English law, or to the prin- 
ciples of international law. It may be added as a circumstance 
of interest, which does not, however, affect the result of the 
cases to which we are about to refer, that in the course of those 
cases no fewer than nine judges have held that the rules regulating 
themode of service on partners sued in the name of their firm apply 
to foreign firms as well as to English firms. The names of those 
judges are Lord Coxermer, C.J., and Lord Esuer, M.R., 
Potiock, B., and Fretp, Marnew, Cave, Day, Currry, and 
A. L. Smrru, JJ. On the other side we have, first, an expression 
of doubt by Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ., in Russell v. Cambe- 
fort, as to whether the rules regulating service on firms can 
be applied to foreign firms unless leave to serve the writ out of 
the jurisdiction has been first obtained. Then we have the 
well-known judgment of Linpitey and Bowen, L.JJ. (Lord 
Esuer, M.R., diss.), establishing the practice that a foreign firm 
cannot be sued at all in the firm’s name. The weight of numbers 
is all in favour of the right of the English suitor to sue and 
serve a foreign firm as a firm; but the weight of authority has 
determined otherwise. 

The first case decided was 0’ Neile v. Clason (46 L. J. Q. B. 
191) where a French subject living in France carried on business 
in London as Clason & Co. The writ was served, as provided 
by ord. 9, r. 7, on the manager of the business at the principal 
place of business. The court held that the rules as to service 
on a firm applied in such a case, and that, therefore, the service 
was good. Ten years later Pollexfenv. Sibson (34 W. R. 534, 16 
Q. B. D. 792) was decided by the Divisional Court (Maruew and 
A.L.Sirn, JJ.). In that case the defendants were an American 
firm having no place of business in this country. One of the 
partners happening to be in England was served with the writ, 
and the court held that such service was good service on the 
firm. Both judges referred with approval to the established 
wer of suing a foreign firm in the firm’s name, A. L. Surru, 

., adding that where one partner only had been served, that 
would make a difference when the time came for execution. 
Throughout the case the right to sue a foreign firm in the firm’s 
name was treated as an unquestionable right. 

The next case was in July, 1889, when the Court of Appeal 
delivered its important judgment in Russell*y. Cambefort (37 
W. R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526). A French partnership firm was 
sued in the firm’s name. All the partners resided in France and 
were French subjects, but a branch of the business under the 
control of a manager was carried on in London. The writ was 
served, under ord. 9, r. 6, on the manager at the principal place 
of business in London. Maruew, J., in chambers, held the 
service sufficient, and Fretp and Cave, JJ., upheld his decision. 
The Court of Appeal, however, overruling O’ Neile v. Clason, set 
aside the service as bad. The ground of their decision was, 








that a partnership was not a corporate body, and, therefore, the 
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mere fact that a foreign firm had a branch business in this 
country did not bring the foreign partners within the jurisdic- 
tion. Corron, L.J., said that the case was different from Pollezr- 
fen v. Sibson, because in that case a er had been served. 
On one point the court was designedly silent. It declined to 
express an opinion whether or not the defendant firm could have 
been served under order 11, but it was clear in its judgment 
that the mode of service prescribed by ord. 9, r. 6, did not, with- 
out resort to order 11, apply to a foreign firm, merely because it 
had a branch business in this country. 

This case created a new difficulty in giving effect to the rules 
as to service on partners. It did not forbid suitors to sue a 
foreign firm in the firm’s name. Such actions, therefore, 
continued, and the judges in chambers continued to make orders 
under order 11 for service of notice of writ out of the juris- 
diction on foreign firms. How was such notice to be served on 
a foreign firm abroad? An order for service abroad never 
specifies the mode of service, and ord. 9, r. 6, being of doubtful 
application, who was to specify the mode of service? Such 
<4 had to be obeyed, however, and so the practice grew u 
of accepting service on a partner in the firm abroad as eal 
service on the firm. 

In the next reported case a new development manifested itself. 
In Shepherd v. Hirsch, Pritchard, & Co. (38 W. R. 745, 45 Ch. D. 
231) the defendants were two partners trading as a firm in 
London. Pritchard lived in England; Hirsch was a French 
subject residing in France. The firm was sued in the firm’s 
name, and the writ was served on the manager at the place of 
business in London under ord. 9, r. 6. Curry, J., held that as 
Pritchard lived in England and carried on business in the firm’s 
name ord. 9, r. 6, applied. Service at the place of business was 
therefore good service on the firm, including both the English 
and foreign partners. Shortly after this, in lacus, 1890, came 
the ruling case of Western National Bank of New York v. Perez 
Triana & Co. (39 W. R. 245, 1891, 1 Q. B. 304). Here the 
defendants were a foreign firm sued in the firm’s name, all the 
partners being domiciled and resident abroad. Service was 
effected, as in Pollexfen v. Sibson, on a partner while temporarily 
in England. The Divisional Court held that Pollexfen v. Sibson 
was well decided, and that the service effected was service 
on the firm. On appeal the Master of the Rolls delivered 
a written judgment in support of the decision of the Divi- 
sional Court, while Linptzy and Bowen, L.JJ., set aside the 
service as bad. They held that a foreign firm could not 
be sued as a firm at all, but that the partners must be 
sued in their individual names. The last case was that 
of Lysaght v. Clark & Co. (ante, p. 347), where two foreigners, 
Chilian subjects, carried on business in partnership as Clark & 
Co. One carried on part of the business in London, the other 
another part in Buenos Ayres. The firm was sued in the firm’s 
name and the writ was served on the partner resident in 
England. On a motion to set aside the writ and service the 
Divisional Court held that the firm was properly sued, and the 
service was good service on the firm, including the foreign 
partner. They considered that neither Russel! v. Cambefort nor 
Western National Bank of New York v. Peres Triana § Co. ap- 
plied here, and that those cases only applied where all the 
partners were domiciled and resident Ms 

perk egy s results of the above cases may be shortly sum- 
marized as follows :— 

A purely foreign firm, all the partners in which reside abroad, 
cannot be sued as a firm. The partners must be sued 
individually (Western National Bank of New York v. 
Perez Triana & Co., overruling Pollexfen vy. Sibson). And 
the fact that the firm has a branch business in England 
does not (unless there is also a resident er in Eng- 
land) make the firm other than a purely foreign firm 
(Russell vy. Cambefort). 

A foreign firm having a branch business and a resident 
partner in a ype may be sued as an English firm, and 
the writ may be served.(a) on the er resident in 
England (Zysaght v. Clark § Co.), or Ps) at the princi 
place of business in England on the person having at the 
time of service the management or control of the business 
there (Shepherd v. Hirsch, Pritchard, § Co.). 


A single individual residing abroad, and being a foreign sub- | 





on business in this in the name 
sued individuall: oo 
Russell v. Cambefort, ing O’Neile v. Clason & Co.). 
An English firm having its principal place of business abroad 
and a branch in England may (it seems) be sued in the 
firm’s name, and may be served in England under ord. 9, 
r. 6 bo dictum of hry L.J., in Russell vy. Cambefort, 23 
Q. B. D., at p. 530)—#.¢., by service on a partner (if any) 
oo Fehon, be ot tus qolaclpal close of Lesinens tn tie, 
ee ee eee 
ere. 
Service on the agent of a firm is no service on the firm (Baillie 
v. Goodwin, 34 W. R. 787, 33 Ch. D. 604). 
eralyfiersg sarees te ee on the cases. It is clear and 
definite, and comprehensive eno provide against every 
contingency which is likely to arise: But one thing is needed— 
viz., for the Rule Committee to change it in one respect. It 


ject, and 
of a firm, must 


places the ish suitor in a most disadvantageous position 
with re; to purely foreign firms, and this defect in the prac- 


tice ought to be removed. The ish law as to joint con- 
tractors holds good, we may su in relation to foreigners as 
well as Englishmen. An English trader, therefore, having 
entered into a contract with a foreign firm in the firm’s name 
(which is an everyday occurrence in business) is compelled 
by this newly-established practice, before suing such firm, 
to discover the names of all the partners; otherwise, if 
he proceeds and obtains judgment against one or some of 
several partners, he is from ing against the 
others. In most civilized countries, in these days, a 
firm is treated precisely as it is in England, as a concrete 
trading body. the Rule Committee can, in its combined 
wisdom, devise a rule enabling an English suitor to sue a 
purely foreign firm to judgment as a firm, and either prescribing 
a mode of service on such a firm abroad, or allowing it to be 
served according to the law of the country in which-its members 
are resident, it will restore to him a right to which he feels he 


has a natural claim. It is very hard on lish traders that 
their own law should deny them a right foreign firms 


which the laws of foreign countries do not deny them. A judg- 
ment in this country can only be enforced in a foreign country 
by an action on it in that country, and if such judgment is bad 
according to the law of the foreign country in which action is 
taken on it, such action will be ineffectual and harmless 


The existence of partnership firms is recognized all over the 
civilized world as an essential element of trade. The sleeping 
partner, who frequently prefers to an incognito, is 


ually recognized as an ordinary concomitant of a pevtewehip 
oo gh a es he is the financial backbone of the firm to 
which he belongs. To deny an English trader the right to sue 
the foreign firm which contracted with him, and to sue it to 
judgment as a firm, is equivalent to denying him, in many 
instances, the opportunity of fixing the liability on the only 
member of the firm who isa —= substance. a Ena 
hibition is a ene step, highly injurious to the i 
trader. We can only hope that wiser counsels will prevail with 
the Rule Committee. 
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The death is announced of Mr. Edwin Fox, the founder of the well- 
known firm of Edwin Fox & Bousfield, auctioneers. 


The Attorney-General, to a correspondent on the 25th ult. 
with reference to the Public Bill, says :—‘‘ Your objection to the 
Bill, that officers of a public department are in a positidn to 
transact business which requires — knowl each case, is well 
worthy of consideration, but to with it would involve a discussion 


upon the leading points raised by the measure.” 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
AAS v. BENHAM—No. 2, 24th March. 


Partnersuip—Lianmtry or Partner To Account FoR PRoriTs DERIVED 
ALIUNDE. 
This was an a) by the defendant against the judgment of Kekewich, 
J., at the eit we Be action. The ntif and the defendant were 
members of and together constituted a firm of ‘‘ H. Clarkson & Co.,’’ who 
carried on business as shipbrokers, insurance brokers, and commission 
agents, under the provisions of articles of partnership dated January 1, 
1885. Prior to January 1, 1885, the business, together with a separate ship- 
owning or managing business, was carried on in partnership under the same 
firm name by three of the plaintiffs and the defendant, together with H. A. 
Clarkson (who died in June, 1886), and some other persons. When the 
firm was reconstituted in January, 1885, the shipowning business was dis- 
continued, and the ships belonging to the old shipowning business 
remained vested in the defendant and Clarkson. The defendant was the 
senior of the existing firm. One of the questions raised in the 
action was, whether the defendant was bound to account for, as part of the 
profits of the existing firm, all commissions, profits, and other benefits 
received by him from the promotion or formation of a company called the 
Naval Construction and Armaments Co. (Limited), and also to account for 
the salary and emoluments of the office of director of that company, held 
by the defendant. Kekewich, J., held that the commissions, profits, and 
salary in question formed part of the profits of the existing firm of H. 
Clarkson & Co., and must be accounted for by the defendant accordingly. 
Tue Covrr (Lixptex, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lrpiey, L.J., said it was clear law that every partner must account to 
the firm for every benefit derived by him without the consent of his co- 
agra from any transaction concerning the partnership, or from any use 
y him of the partnership property, name, or business. See the Partner- 
ship Act, 1890, s. 29, which merely expressed a well-established rule of 
partnership law. But the facts of the present case did not bring it within 
this principle. It was equally clear law that if a partner, without the 
consent of his co-partners, carried on business of the same nature as, and 
competing with, that of the firm, he must account for and pay over to 
the firm all profits made by him in that business. But the present case 
did not fall within that principle. Dean v. M’ Dowell (8 Ch. D. 345) shewed 
that a partner was not bound to account to his partners for profits made by 
him in carrying on a separate business of his own, unless the case could be 
brought within one or other of the two principles to which his lordship 
had alluded, even if he carried on that separate business contrary to one of 
the partnership articles. As regarded the use by a partner of information 
obtained- by him in the course of transacting partnership business, or 
by reason of his connection with the firm, the principle was that, if he 
availed himself of it for any purpose which was within the scope of the part- 
nership business, or of any competing business, the profits of which belong 
to the firm, he must account to the firm for any benefits which he might 
derive by such information. But there was no principle or authority 
which entitled a firm to benefits derived by a partner from the use of in- 
formation for p ses which were wholly without the scope of the firm’s 
business. Nor did the language of Cotton, L.J., in Dean v. M’ Dowell 
warrant any such notion. By his words “information which the partner- 
ship is entitled to’’ was meant information which could be used for the 
of the partnership. It was not the source of the information, 
the use to which it was applied, which was of importance in such 
matters. To hold that a partner could never derive any personal benefit 
from information which he obtained as a partner would be manifestly ab- 
surd. 8 a mer, in the course of carrying on the business, to 
become well acquainted with a particular branch of science or trade, and 
suppose him to write and publish a book on the subject, could the firm 
claim the profits thereby obtained? Obviously not; unless he, in fact, 
competed with the firm in its own line of business. For these reasons his 
ee by ye Sm that the claim of the firm to the benefits received by 
the tt from the formation of the Naval Construction Co. should 
be disallowed. His lordship considered the claim to an account of 
directors’ fees even weaker than the claim to the other benefits. Bowen 
and Kar, L.JJ., concurred.—Covwser, Righy, Q.C., Warmington, Q.C., 
and Christopher James; Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Gorell Barnes, Q.C., and 
Upjohn. Sorsctrons, Druces & Attlee ; Ingledew, Ince, § Colt. 


MITCHELL +. MITCHELL—No. 2, 24th March. 


Hessaxp axp Wire—Decuee ror Restiretion oy Consvcat Ricuts on- 
TaIsED BY Hesraxp—Serriement oy Wire’s Prorerty—Resraaint on 
AsrictPaTios—Muartuimontat Cavers Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 68), 8. 3. 


This was an from an order of Jeune, J., under section 3 of the 
Causes Act, 1884, directing an inquiry for the purpose of 

ery tay ng to a husband of part of the income of property settled 
on the for life, for her separate use, without power of anticipation. 
The husband had obtained a decree for restitution of con jugal rights. The 
Act, by section 2, abolished the then existing mode of enforcing a decree 
for restitution of conjugal rights by attachment, and empowered the court, 
where the decree is obtained by the wife, to order the husband to pay an 
allowance to the wife in the nature of alimony, and to secure sale te - 
. By section 2 it is provided that where the decree is obtained by the 


i 


husband or of the children of the marriage, or may order part of such 
trade profits or earnings to be periodically paid by the wife to the husband 
for his benefit or for the benefit of the children of the marriage. Jeune, J., 
considered that he was bound by the decision of Butt, J., in Swift v. Swift 
(15 P. D. 118) to make the order. 

Tue Court (Lixnptey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
They were of opinion that the Act ought to be construed in the same way 
as section 45 of the Divorce Act, 1857, was construed in Norris v. Norris (1 
Sw. & Tr. 1174). They thought that was in no way inconsistent with what 
was really done in Swift v. Swift, for it ap from the subsequent 
report of Swift v. Swift (1891, P. 129) that the allowance ultimately granted 
to the husband was of such an amount that it could be satisfied without 
touching that part of the wife’s income which was subject to a restraint on 
anticipation. Butt, J., himself said in Swift v. Swift that under the Act 
of 1884 he could not alter a marriage settlement. The order made in the 
present case clearly contemplated an alteration of the settlement, and it 
must be discharged.—Covunset, Inderwick, Q.C., J. E. Bankes, and Lewis 
Thomas ; Bayford, Q.C., and Vesey Fitzgerald. Soxtcrrors, Ingram, Harri- 
son, § Ingram; Day § Cather. 


PHELPS, JAMES, & CO. v. HILL & CO.—No. 2, 28th February. 
Surp— Brit or Laprysc —‘“‘ Deviation’’ From PrReEscrinep CovuRsE oF 
Voyrace—Insury To Goops—L1aBiiity or SHIPOWNER. 


The question m this case was, what circumstances would justify the 
master of a ship in departing from the strict course of the voyage. The 
plaintiffs, who were merchants, sued the defendants, who were shipowners 
and shipbuilders in Bristol, for damages caused by their not carrying 
certain goods of the plaintiffs and delivering them in New York according 
to the bill of lading. On the 27th of December, 1889, the defendants’ 
steamship Llandaff City left Bristol partly laden with cargo for New York, 
and touched at Swansea on the same evening, where she shipped the goods 
in question in the action, which consisted of tin plates and a species of 
iron plate. On the voyage the ship met with very bad weather, and it 
became necessary to put back for repairs. The master first made for 
Crookhaven, but finding no facilities for repairing there, he proceeded to 
Queenstown. Ultimately he made up his mind to return to Bristol. At 
the mouth of the Avon the ship come into collision with another ship, and 
was sunk, but she was eventually raised and taken to Bristol. The plain- 
tiffs’ tin plates were damaged by the water and were sold by auction at 
Bristol. The bill of lading contained (inter alia) the following provisions : 
‘* Breakage, rust, decay, contact with other goods, however caused, 
collision, stranding, straining, or other perils of the seas, rivers, navigation 
of whatsoever nature or kind ; and all damage, loss, or injury arising from 
the perils or things above mentioned, and whether such perils or things 
arise from the negligence, default, or error in judgment of the master, 
mariners, engineers, stevedores, or other persons in the service of the ship- 
owner, always excepted ; with liberty, in the event of the steamer putting 
back to Bristol or into any port, or otherwise being prevented from any 
cause from commencing or proceeding in the ordinary course of her 
voyage, to proceed under sail or in tow of any other vessel, or in any 
other manner which the shipowner shall think fit, and to ship or trans- 
ship the goods by any other vessel. The shipowner is not to be liable for 
any damage to any goods which is capable of being covered by insurance.”’ 
At the trial of the action a verdict was given for the defendants, and 
judgment was entered for them. The plaintiffs moved for a new trial, 
mainly on the ground that the verdict was against the weight of evidence. 
The plaintiffs said that the master ought either to have stayed at Queens- 
town, or to have put into Swansea for repairs. It was admitted that he 
was bound to putin at some port, but it was alleged that he had con- 
sidered only the interest of the shipowners, and had not regarded the 
interest of the cargo-uwners. On behalf of the defendants it was argued 
that, under all the circumstances, the master was justified in selecting 
Bristol as being the most convenient port. According to the evidence of 
the master, at the time when he decided to put back considerable damage 
was done to the ship’s pumps, the forehatch was smashed in, and a good 
deal of water had got into the hold, where the tin plates were stowed. 
He said that he never intended to stop at Queenstown, and that he had 
come to the conclusion that Bristol was the best port to go to, as the 
shipowners had there materials for repairs, and the ship could be repaired 
more cheaply and efficiently there than elsewhere. 

Tue Covrt (Lixpiey, Loves, and Kay, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Linpiey, L.J., said: The voyage being fixed by the contraci of affreight- 
ment, it is the duty of the master to proceed to the port of delivery 
without delay, and without any unnecessary departure from the direct 
and usual course. But circumstances may arise which render it necessary 
to depart from this usual course, and tempestuous weather injuring the 
ship and rendering it necessary to put into some port of repair is one of 
those circumstances. When a ship is thus injured it is the duty of the 
master to do the best he can for all concerned, but, his primary duty being 
to complete the voyage with as little delay as possible, it follows that his 
first care ought to be to get his ship repaired as quickly as he can. The 
same principle may be expressed in other words—e.g., by saying that he 
ought to go to the nearest port where the necessary repairs can be most 
quickly done ; or by saying, that there ought to be no unnecessary depar- 
ture from the proper course of the voyage, and no unnecessary delay in 

muting it. But, in whatever language the rule is expressed, it must not 
2 #0 WO! as to exclude the element of reasonableness. By ‘‘ possible’’ 
and ‘‘ necessary’? is meant reasonably possible and reasonably necessary, 
and, in considering what is reasonably possible or reasonably necesrary, 
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if it appear to the court that the wife is entitled to any property, 
in possession or reversion, or is in receipt of any profit of trade or 
, the court may order a settlement to be made to the watisfaction 
court of such property or any part thereof, for the benefit of the | 
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every material circumstance must be taken into account—e.g., danger, 
distance, accommodation, expense, time, and so forth. No one of these 
van be excluded, We have been invited to exclude the element of expense, 
but to say that av a matter of law expense is to be disregarded would be 
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to make the rule far too rigid. Suppose there are two ports, both equally 
safe and accessible, and in all respects proper for repairing the ship; but 
suppose one is a dear port compared with the other; a reasonable man 
would naturally and properly choose the cheaper. Suppose the cheaper 
to be a little more out of the way than the other, is it reasonable to 
say that the master must go to the other? Ican find no authority for so 
rigid a rule. All the decisions on the subject of deviation shew that what 
is reasonably necessary is permissible in these cases. Lord Mansfield said, 
in Lavarre v. Wilson (1 Doug. 291) :—‘‘ A deviation from necessity must be 
justified both as to substance and manner. Nothing more must be done 
than what the necessity requires.”’ But this passage, though often re- 
ferred to, has never been understood as excluding the element of reason- 
ableness. Moreover, if a master of competent skill and knowledge, and 
aeting Jond fide in the interest of all concerned, has chosen one port in 
preference to another, then, although the court or a jury may and ought 
to take a different view, if they come to the conclusion that he ought to 
have acted differently, they ought not to come to such a conclusion on light 
grounds. Ina nicely balanced case they are fully justified in attachi 
considerable weight to the master’s judgment, and in allowing that to 
turn the scale in their own minds. This is what I understand the court to 
have laid down in the American case, J'urner v. Protection Insurance Co. (25 
Maine, 515). In that case the court said :—‘‘ The master in most cases 
must be the principal judge of the degree of peril to which his vessel is 
exposed, and of her ability to proceed with safety to a nearer or to a more 
distant port, and of the facilities for repairing her at different ports. If 
he is competent and faithful, his decision respecting these matters, made 
in good faith, should be satisfactory to all interested, although he may err 
in judgment.’”” That was an action on a policy of insurance, in which 
deviation was relied on as a defence. There was no conflict between the 
cargo-owner and the shipowner, as in the case now before us. But the 
same principle is applicable to both classes of cases. Applying this prin- 
ciple to the present case, can we set the verdict of the juryaside? I think 
not. It was said that the learned judge ought to have told the jury that 
the cargo-owners should have been communicated with at Queens- 
town, and have been consulted as to what ought to be done. No 
authority was cited in support of this proposition, and principle and con- 
siderations of expediency are against it. Are the cargo-owners to be 
consulted about repairing the ship? That is nothing to them, provided 
that the voyage is duly completed. Are they to be consulted as to what 
is to be done with the cargo? How is this possible if the ship isa general 
ship? How is the master to know who all the owners of the cargo are ? 
What is he to do if they differ in opinion? To hold that they ought to 
be consulted would be to impose a new and intolerable burden ot themaster. 
It was contended that there was misdirection by the judge, in omitting to 
tell the jury that no deviation could be justified that was not necessary, 
and that he did not sufficiently explain the importance of this to the jury. 
But this contention is based on the assumption that what is meant by 
“necessary’’ is something much more rigid than what is ‘‘ reasonably neces- 
sary’ ina nautical and commercial sense. It was said also that the verdict 
was against the weight of the evidence ; that the evidence shewed that the 
master sacrificed the interests of the cargo-owners to the interests of the 
shipowners ; that he acted on the orders of the shipowners, and not on his 
own judgment; that even if he was justified in leaving Queenstown he 
ought to have put into Swansea, and not Bristol. Having studied and 
read the evidence with care, I cannot disagree with the jury. I find it 
quite impossible to say that twelve men could not have found a verdict for 
the defendants if they had really understood the evidence. I am satisfied 
that the master did consider the interests of the c -owners as well as 
those of his immediate employers, and that he did bond jide act to tke best 
of his judgment in the matter. It may be that Swansea would have been 
as good, and in some respects a better, port to put into than Bristol ; but, 
on the other hand, there was less risk of delay in Bristol, and there were 
advantages to the shipowners which there was no real reason for sacrific- 
ing. These were all matters fairly before the jury, and for them to con- 
sider and determine. In my opinion it would be wrong to disturb the 
verdict. Lorrs, L.J., said: The question is whether there was a 
‘“‘deviation.’”? If there was a “ deviation,’ or, in other words, if the 
“deviation”? was not justified, the shipowner is liable for a loss by the 
perils of the sea. He is not protected by the exception of perils 
in the contract. The voyage must be prosecuted without unneces- 
sary delay or ‘‘deviation.’’ The shipowner’s contract is, that he 
will be diligent in carrying the goods on the agreed voyage, and 
will do so directly without any unnecessary ‘‘ deviation.’’ But this under- 
taking is to be understood with reference to the circumstances which arise 
during the performance of the contract. He is not answerable for delays 
or ‘‘ deviations ’’ which are occasioned or become necessary without default 
on his part. Where the safety of the adventure under the master’s control 
necessitates that he should go out of his course, he is not only justified in 
doing so, but it is his duty, in the right performance of his contract with 
the owners of the cargo. ‘The shipowner, through his master, is bound to 
act with prudence and skill and care in avoiding , and in mitigating 
the consequences of any disaster which may have happened. The master 
is bound to take into account the interests of the eargo-owners as well as 
those of the shipowner. He must act prudently for all concerned. So 
strict is the rule with regard to ‘‘ deviation’ that, while the master may 
deviate to save life, he may not deviate to save property. Going into a 
port out of the usual course for necessary repairs and staying till they are 
complete is no ‘* deviation,’’ provided it plainly appears that such repairs, 
under the circumstances and at such port, were reasonably necessary, and 
the delay not greater than necessary for the completion of such repairs, so 
as to enable the vessel to proceed on her vo . ‘The “deviation” must 
not be prover than a reasonable necessity demands, having to the 
respective interests of shipowner and cargo-owner, A reasonable necessity 








| implies the existence of such a state of things as, having regard to the 


interest of all concerned, would properly influence the decision of 4 
reasonable, competent, and skilful master. the law thus stated 
to the present case, his lordship was of that it was impossible to 
any, that the jury were exang See? ; it was a question for them, 
and they ample evidence to find as they did. It was said that the 
master, when at , before determining to proceed to Bristol, 
ought to have communicated with the cargo-owners. te) 
authority for that. Moreover, the ship was a general ship. there were 
twenty cargo-owners. It might be that some of the of lading 
indorsed. To communicate with each cargo-owner would 
ticable.> Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Gorell Barnes, Q.C., and As- 
pinall ; Bigham, Q.C., Sir Walter Phillimore, Q.C., and I, EB, Pyke, 
Soricrrors, Botterell § Roche ; Ingledew, Ince, & Colt. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte SEATON, Re DEERHURST—Q. B. Div., 11th February. 


Bankruptcy — ScueMe or ARRANGEMENT—ProvaBte Dssts— Berrine 
TRANSACTIONS—J UDGMENT—CONSIDERATION. 


On the 17th of May, 1889, the appellant issued a writ against Viscount 
Deerhurst for the sum of £1,021, being the amount of bets won by the 
plaintiff from the defendant. Upon an application under order 14, the 
defendant obtained unconditional leave to defend. From this order the 

intiff a ed, and in consequence the defendant did not put in a 
efence within the time limited, and thereupon judgment was by 
default on the 17th of June, 1889. On the 18th of June the defendant 
took out a summons to set aside the judgment, the hearing of which was 
adjourned pending the plaintiff's appeal against the order giving uncon- 
ditional leave to defend. In the meantime the plaintiff threatened to post 
the defendant as a defaulter, and thereupon negotiations took place; and 
ultimately, on the 20th of June, it was agreed that, in consideration of the 
plaintiff not posting the defendant, the latter should abandon his summons 
to set aside the judgment, while the plaintiff abandoned h appeal against - 
the order for unconditional leave to defend, and that the judgment already 
obtained should stand, but that execution should not be issued for a 
month. On the 22nd of July the defendant paid £400 on account of the 
judgment, but on the 18th of February, 1890, a receiving order was made 
against him, under which a scheme of arrangement was 
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under the scheme, and from that rejection the present appeal was brought, 
the main contention raised being that, even though the original claim was 
one which could not have been enforced in law, the agreement subse - 
quently come to constituted a valid consideration for the judgment. 

Cave, J., dismissed the appeal. His lordship said that the trustee 
been appointed under a scheme, by which he was to distribute a sum of 
10s. in the pound on all the provable debts. It was essen'‘ial, therefore, 
for the appellants to establish that theirs was a provable debt, otherwise 
they had no claim on the trustee. The proof was on 3 judgment, and the 
consideration for the judgment was money lost by Lord Deerhurst to the 
plaintiff on bets, which could not have been enforced in law, and it was 
admitted that, if the matter had rested there, the claim would not con- 
stitute a provable debt. It was alleged, however, that what er 
took place constituted a valid consideration for the judgment. 
contended that the abstaining from posting Lord Deerhurst was a good 
consideration for the j mt, and in support of that n Bubs 
v. Yelverton (L. R. 9 Eq. 47) was cited. But that case had no application 
to the present, for more reasons than one. Tt was 
that the abstention from posti 
consideration for the judgment, which had 
The consideration for not posting was the 
his summons to set aside the judgment, and that consideration 
was duly performed at the time. No doubt the 
perfectly good against Lord Deerhurst, but that was not 
question was whether it was a provable debt, as it was 
character the trustee was authorized to pay, 
was submitted that, whether the debt —ae 
estopped from disputing that it was so, for 
Mutual Loan Fund (Limited) (19 Q. B. D. 34 
Lord Deerhurst’s solicitors written to 
for the purpose of voting in support of the scheme, and tha 
vote the scheme would not have been carried at the meeting 
But it was by no means shewn that the scheme would not 
without the plaintiff's assent, and it was difficult to 
letter of Lord Deerhurst’s solicitors could operate as an 


i 
cM 
jee 
feet 
EERE LE? 


ag! 
‘ 
f. 


o 


: 
; 
el 
fib 
aH 


of the debt, was entitled to 


ve, even if the s 
was also one which could be sw 5 wnseL, Si Weelf, V.C., 
and Herbert Reed; Dale Hart. Sourcrrors, Hadden, 1 , ¢ &.; 
Lumley § Lumley. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Stvpaents’ Denatixe Socrery.—March 24.—Mr. Wheeler in the 
chair.—'The subject for discussion, “That all bend Ade communications 

















378 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. April 4, 1891. 
made by trade protection societies in answer to inquiries are privileged,”’ | of June, 1845. He was educated at a college near Sheffield, and was 
was opened by Mr. Rupert B m. Mr. E. H. Thirlby and Mr. John J. | articled to Messrs. Newall & Priestly, of Barton-on-Humber, after which 
Seager opposed. The debate having been declared open, the following | he went to Chester, and after acting as assistant for eight or nine years to 


tlemen spoke: in the affirmative, Messrs. Crawford, Aston, Meadmore, 

‘indsor, Watkins, and Reed; in the negative, Messrs: Parkes, W. C. 
Amold, F. E, Arnold, Windsor, and Harcourt. Mr. Blagden replied. 
On the motion being put to the meeting it was carried by a majority of 
seven. ‘The subject for discussion at the next meeting of the society on 
Tuesday, April 7, is, “‘ That it is inadvisable to interfere with the present 
relatioi between owners and occupiers of house property as to the in- 
cidence of local taxation.’’ 








THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tue following observations have been circulated by the Sheffield District 
Inco ted Law Society :— 

1. "Phe Bill is objectionable in its principle, as creating a State depart- 

ment for the transaction of private business of a kind which essentially 

wires personal knowledge of the circumstances of each case, and tact 
“a delicacy of management. It is not to be supposed that the officers of 
a public department, who necessarily proceed by rule, can satisfactorily 
transact business of this kind. 

2. There is no evidence that any legislation whatever is required. 

3. Although the Bill is permissive, the office will gradually appropriate 
to itself a large of the trust business of the country, both owing to 
the inclination of the courts to appoint an official, and the tendency of 
pe public department to increase the scope of its powers, so as to become 


4, The business, as conducted by a public department, will be done, if 
not badly, at all events neither so expeditiously nor so cheaply to the 
cestuis que trust as under the present system. 

5. The patronage the Act will place in the hands of any Government is 
objectionable. 

6. The great expense which will be entailed by the appointment 
of the public trustee, with branch offices in the large provincial towns, 
and the great cost it will cause by the payment of salaries to officials, 
is uncalled for, and will prove to be oppressive to the country at large. 

- 7, The necessarily large expense caused to each trust estate, payable 
either out of capital or income, is a serious objection. If the commission 
charged on the administration of bankruptcy estates (say 6} per cent.) 
affords any guide to the cost of the administration of an estate by the 
public trustee, the amount will be very heavy, and out of all comparison 
hy the present cost of administering trust estates, and the beneficiaries 

suffer ly. 

8. The withdrawal from the provinces and the accumulation in London 
in the hands of a public official of vast sums of money, is detrimental to 
the interests of commerce and business, and financially unsound. 

9. Owners of property will suffer; trust funds being no longer available 
for loans on their estates. The rate of interest will probably rise, and the 
expense and difficulty in the negotiation of mortgages will be greatly in- 


10. A serious diminution in the income of trust estates will result, inas- 
much as the tendency of the public trustee will be to resort to Consols, 
paying now only £2 15s., and before long £210s, per cent. Great hard- 
Thips will be occasioned, particularly in small estates. 

Artutr WicuTMan, President. 
Herpert Brauer, Hon. Sec. 
Sheffield, March 20, 1891. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

His Honour Judge Sir Francis Roxevron, Q.C., died at his residence, 
53, Westbourne-terrace, Hyde-park, on the 18th ult., in his seventy- 
seventh year. He was the eldest son of Mr. Francis Roxburgh, of Had- 

, N.B. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 1845, 
became a member of Lincoln’s-inn in 1849. He was appointed 
Queen’s Counsel in December, 1866, and was elected a bencher of the 
Middle Temple in January, 1867, of which inn he was treasurer in 1882. 
He was a justice of the peace for Suffolk. From 1878 to 1885 he was 
Recorder of Aldeburgh, and since 1881 he has been county court judge of 
Cirenit No. 33. He received the honour of knighthood on the occasion of 
the opening of the Royal Courts of Justice in December, 1882. He married, 
on the 25th of December, 1847, Mary, second daughter of the Rev. Henry 
Walker, of Great Bromley Hall, Essex, who died in 1876; and in 1888 he 
a: daughter of Sir Thomas Chambers, Q.C., the Recorder 


Mr. Leorzsx Teuriz, Q.C., died on the 6th ult., of bronchitis. He was 
admitted a student at Lincoln’s-inn on the 22nd of November, 1837, and 
was called to the bar on the 4th of May, 1843. He was the fourth son of 
Mr. Christopher Temple, of Hall-place, Surrey, a Master of the Bench. 
He has been Recorder of Carlisle since 1880, and deputy recorder of Liver- 
pool since 1879. He was a member of the Northern Circuit, and joint 
editor of C "s Precedents of Pleading and of of Criminal Appeal 
Cases, 1848-51. He was oe mango Queen’s Counsel on the 8th of February, 
1872, and a bencher of his inn on the 8th of May, 1872. 


Mr. Atrurp Cazutxotox, wlicitor, of Chester, died at Chester on the 
"ith ult., aged forty-five. Mr. Carrington was born in Lincoln on the 26th 





the firm of Messrs. Birch, Cullimore, & Douglas, he joined the firm of 
Messrs. Barker & Hignett in 1878. The business was then carried on by 
Mr. Horace Hignett and Mr. Carrington until the death of the former, 
and subsequently by Mr. ington himself, under the name of Barker, 
Hignett, & Carrmgton, up to 1885, when Mr. H. Y. Barker, a grandson 
of the senior member of the old firm, was taken into partnership, and the 
style of the firm was altered to Carrington & Barker, under which the 
business has been carried on down to the present time. Mr. Carrington 
was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He was elected president of the 
Chester and North Wales Law Society in 1885-6, and when the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom held their annual provincial meeting 
in Liverpool for that year and visited Chester, he entertained them at the 
Town Hall. Mr. Carrington took a deep interest in the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, and during the time he was president of 
the Chester Society he was very active and successful in inducing country 
members to join the society. He was a frequent attendant at the annual 
provincial meetings of the society. He died a bachelor. 


Mr. Epwarp Waveu, solicitor, of Cockermouth, died on the 26th ult., 
in his seventy-fifth year. Mr. Waugh was admitted in 1840, and was 
Member of Parliament for Cockermouth from 1880 until it was disfran- 
chised in 1885. He was a justice of the peace for Cumberland, and an 
alderman of the county council. 


Mr. T. R. T. Hopeson, solicitor, clerk of the peace for Birmingham, 
died on the 31st ult., aged over eighty years. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1835, and soon afterwards began to practise in Birmingham, and suc- 
ceeded in establishing a good business, first under the firm of Hodgson & 
Allen, and subsequently in partnership with his son. In 1847 Mr. 
Hodgson entered the town council, and in 1855 served the office of 
mayor of Birmingham. In 1856 he was appointed deputy clerk of the 
peace, and resigned his seat as an alderman, and in 1868 he was elected 
clerk of the peace. He performed the duties of this office until about 
two years ago. ’ 


- APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. F. A. Inperwicx, Q.C., has been elected Mayor of Winchelsea. 


Mr. Georce Harris Lea, barrister, has been appointed Judge of the 
Norfolk and Suffolk County Court (Circuit No. 33), in succession to Sir 
Francis Roxburgh, Q.C., deceased. Mr. Lea was called to the bar in 
Michaelmas Term, 1868. 

Mr. Averey Wiiu1aM Raxz, solicitor (of the firm of Howe & Rake), of 
22, Chancery-lane, W.C., and 171, Norwood-road, Herne Hill, 8.E., has 
been appointed Solicitor to the Society of Public Analysts. Mr. Rake, 
having obtained honorary distinction at his final, was admitted a solicitor 
in February, 1884, and is a commissioner for oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIsso.vrtions. 


Wii Dent, Cuartes Leweste Apams, and Watrer Joun Dent, 
solicitors aud conveyancers, Wolverhampton. Dec. 31. 


Atrrep Wasuincton Guest Rancer, Artuur OxreHant Buxton, and 
Joun Barrincton Marruews, solicitors (Ranger, Burton, & Matthews), of 
Langbourn-chambers, 17, Fenchurch-street, London, so far as John Bar- 
rington Matthews is concerned. Dec. 31. In future such business will be 
carried on by the said Alfred Washington Guest Ranger and Arthur 
Oliphant Burton in partnership, under the style or firm of Ranger, Burton, 
& €o, [ Gazette, March 20. 





GENERAL. 


The Saturday Review, discussing the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
the Jackson case, says that ‘‘ Marriage, according to Lord Halsbury, is 
marriage where one party is allowed to be an absent torment, a rebellious 
wanderer at will yet exercising restraining powers over the other, a re- 
ceiver who gives nothing, a dog in the manger who will neither shew grace 
nor allow others to shew it. This is not a thing that any reason can justify, 
that any sentiment which has not parted with sense can approve, or, we 
may add, that can possibly be maintained for any length of time without 
a relaxation of general morality and a ruin of domestic happiness almost 
as great, if not as open, as those which would attend simple pro- 
miscuity.”’ 
The Paris correspondent of the Times says that an important change in 
the French mode of punishing criminals was effected by a law promul- 
gated on the 27th ult. Henceforth a great distinction is to be drawn be- 
tween a first offence and an offence preceded by one or more condemna- 
tions. In case of condemnation to imprisonment or fine, if the prisoner 
is brought up for the first time the criminal court is authorized to post- 
pone the execution of the punishment. If for five yeats the criminal is 
not convicted of any offence, the postponed sentence will fall to the 
gut. If the criminal, un the other hand, commits a second offence the 
punishment will be carried out independently of that following on 
the second offence. The presiding jndge of the court is directed, on sus- 
pending the sentence, to warn the criminal of the consequences of com- 
mitting a second offence. 


The following are the arrangements made for hearing probate and 
matrimonial causes during the ensuing Easter Sittings —viz., causes for 





hearing before the court itself will be taken on Monday, April 13, to 




























ad Aptil 4, 1891. 
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Monda. 27 ( made on interlocutory mo ursday ...30 Thursday 2B ane ER 8...Mots & odj cums 
_ Pos {and Q B final apps if re- Pua May 1 Frida ...24...Mots and adj sums on ... 9...Sht caus, con 
‘ quired Saturday -. 2$ Chan final apps y ...25...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum | Sra 11” Sitting in 
= Tuesday .....28 Monday .... 4 Monday ....27...Sitting in cham Tuesday .....12) 
is , | eR 29  Q B final apps Tuesday ..... 5 Tuesday .. 3) Wed. ......... + eect 
us Thursday ...30 B final ‘App motns ex e- Wed. .......... 29 | General paper Thursday . Mots and adj sums 
Bkey apps and Q mots—a) from ords Thursda j be Friday ...... 1... be 
‘e- Friday, May 1} 4 Wednesday 6/ on itoceoutney mots (sep Friday May 1... Mots and adj Liverpool and Manchester business will 
ce Saturday ... 2... fad oe oto—~< (list) and Chan final apps ’ 2 Sit cams, pots, oud od cum tales so Shows. Motes Oe 
f otns . ren cham : Short 
y, ~~. 4 — apps from ords YF oe ag Palatine apps (if a 67 ; — 1 and adjourned, summonses on 
: Monday .... 4 ani suet t- Thursday ... 7 { any) and Chan final apps a. °| General paper i ys, _Summonses in chambewe a> 
| ani 7 ; Friday alter- 
st quired Saturday’ ee faay 8... Mots and adj sum etsy summonses bine fakes ae 
O- Tuesday ..... 5 Monday ....11 sail ... 9... Sht caus, pets, and adj nate Fridays, commencing 10. 
~ Seagit 6} QB final apps Tuesday ....12 ie Monday......11...Sitting in pool summonses on Friday, April 
in dons .* a Bley apps and Q B final {mols “ape trom da al le Wei, asked 18 | General paper Cuaxcery Covert, TT. 
l- Saturday ... 9.8 final apps Wednesday 13 fint) nad Chan apps tt Pane ¥ 75._.Mots and adj sums Mr. Jvstics ROMER, 
2. App motns ex pte—o required intended to be heand as a short transferred for Trial or Hearing 
i cn beistocubeey ate Thursday ...14 | Ghan final apps Ardise must be 90 marked in the cause Achy will be taken in the onder in the 
' Monday ....11 | made on interlocutory © day ......15) book at least one clear day before the | only List on every day of the Sittings, 
mr and Q B final apps if re- | Friday .... tions (if any) are taken | boo’ can be put in the paper to be oo! Cause 7 to May 15, both inclusive, 
. quired Nit Appeal “Court TL. on every Monday | same “““pwo ‘copies of minutes of the from April 
“ = apa 13|@ B Anal apps of Hoven wail COURT OF APPEAL. 
“ Thursday ...14 and Q B final HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. SITTINGS, 1891. 
Friday ......15 { Boay *PP* HANCERY DIVISION. EASTER 
; : Amiralty Appeals (with Assessors) r Cuaxcery Count, I. Arrrat Covet I.—N taken in Court I 
. NB adn the Wnsex's Bench New Trial Ma. Justice CHITTY. ‘s Bench Interlooutory ‘Appeals will Be es See 
Paper, will be taken on days to be ap- April 7... Mote and non wit list Foe aT end cherie ea a Bankrupte 
1 pointed by the — I oy Rigi 8 Non wit list on Byer Aho» bag Interlocutory Appeals on Tuesday y 
Apprat Court, [, Thursday ... 9 N. uw 
appeals from the .,.Mots and non wit list 
; Petey cad Provate, Divoree, and | Foday ~...20..26 
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Appeals on Friday, Queen’s Bench Final Appeals will be taken in Court I. 
during the first week of the Sittings, and afterwards subject to the order 
of the court. 

N.B.-—The Queen’s Bench New Trial Paper will be taken at times to be 
appointed by the Judges after the commencement of the Sittings. 

N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on 
: days specially appointed by the Court. 

Aprgat Court IT.—Norices. 

N.B.—Interlocutory Appeals from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Tuesday, April 7, and afterwards on 
every Wednesday in Easter Sittings. 

N.B.—Hampson vy. Guy, part heard, and Reeves v. Pennington will 
ped the Interlocutory Appeals in the paper of Court IT. on Tuesday, 
April 7. 

yn from the Lancaster Palatine Court (if any) will be taken in 
Court IT. on Thursday, April 9, and on Thursday, May 7; see Notice at 
end of List of Palatine Appeals. 

Lunacy matters will be taken in Court II. on every Monday, at 11 
o’clock, until further notice. 


APPEALS FOR- HEARING 
(Set down to Thursday, March 26, inclusive). 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 

Dashwood v Magniac app of plts from judgt of Mr. Justice Chitty, dated 
Jan 14, 1891 (ca v March 23, present Lords Justices Lindley, Bowen, 
and Kay) 

For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1890. 


Liverpool District Registry In re J K Mainwaring,dec Crawford v Royal 
Infirmary & other charities In re J K Mainwaring, dec Crawford v 
Forshaw app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 11, 
1890 (heard Noy 14—S O Nov. 22 for fur evidence—restored by order) 

In re Henry Woollcombe, dec Woollcombe v Woollecombe (construction) 
app of plt from order of Mr. Justice Chitty, dated Dec 11, 1890 Dec 24 


1891. 


Tucker v Kaye & ors app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated 
Jan 29, 1891 Feb 12 
vRymer app of defts W &T Rymer from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 15, 1889 perfected Feb 25, 1889 Feb 18 
v Clifford appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated 
2 Dec, 1890 Feb 18 
In re the Aurum Co & Co’s Acts Expte S M Sulybach & Co app of SM 
Sulybach & Co from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 21 Jan, 1891 Feb 


20 
The Walthamstow Local Board v Staines app of defts H Staines & ors 
from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty dated 16 July, 1890 Feb 20 
In re The National Debenture & Assets Corporation ld & Co’s Acts 
— app of Bread Union ld (Petnrs) from order of Mr Justice 
ekewich, dated 19 Feb, 1891 Feb 24 
In re C Palmer, dec, Palmer v Hardwick app of defts J and H Hardwick 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 15 Dec, 1890 Feb 28 
In re Lacon, dec, Lacon v Lacon app of deft E De M Lacon from judgt 
of Mr Justice Romer, dated 2 Feb, 1891 March 3 
In re Williams, dec, Morgan v Williams app of plts and of S J Morgan 
( m interested) from order of Mr Justice North on fur con, dated 30 
uly, 1890 March 3 
In re V Nevin, and infant, an Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886 app of 
infant, by next friend, from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 29 Jan, 
for appointment of personal guardians March 3 


From the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
Final List. 

Winby v The Manchester, Bury, Rochdale & Oldham Steam Tramways Co 
app of plt from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 15 Dec, 1890 Feb 3 
(security ordered for £50, March 9, 1891) 

Perry v Glazebrook app of dfts from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
10 Feb 1891 March 2 


In re Higginbotham & Orrell’s Settlement Trusts (construction) app of 
trustees of will of M T Higginbotham & anr from order of the Vice- 


Chancellor, dated 13 Jan refusing to direct transfer of settlement funds 
March 26 


N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are 
reached in the General and Separate Lists are set aside and taken on the 
first Thursday in every Sittings, and afterwards on the first Thursday in 
the following months during the Sittings. 

N.B.— ing Easter Sittings Palatine Appeals (if any reached) will be 
taken on the following days, viz :—Thursday, April 9, Thursday, May 7 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, AND FROM THE PROBATE 
AND DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY (PROBATE AND DIVORCE) 
DIVISIONS. 

Interlocutory List. 
1890. 

Tn re Ormerod, Grierson, & Co, 1d & Co’s Acts app of Official Liquidator 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 2 Dec, 1890, refusing appln 
for payment of Official Liquidator’s charges out of Deb Holders Funds 
Dec 24 (order not perfected) 





1891. 


Probate S A Hampson vy W Guy & ors appln of defts for new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 15, at trial before Mr Justice 
Butt and a special jury Jan 29 (pt hd March 7 present Lords Justices 
Lindley, Lopes, and Kay) 

Probate M P Reeves (orse Stonehill, spinster) v E Pennington appln of 
deft to enter verdict for Appellant or for new trial on app from verdict 
of special jury in favour of codicil at trial before Mr Justice Jeune on 
Feb 7 Feb 12 

In re D H Porrett, one, &c, & Animal Products.Co, 1d app of D H Porrett 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 3, affirming order of 
District Registrar for delivery of solicitor’s bill of fees and disbursement 
March 10 

In re W Cheesman, one, &c (appln of W L Vernon) app of W Cheesman 

. from ae of Mr Justice re dated Feb 16, for taxation Mar 12 
onnard v Perryman app of deftC W Perryman from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated March 3, restraining until trial publication and sale of 
Financial Observer for Feb 7 March 26 

Salomons v Knight app of plt from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
— ¢, eanaing to restrain: publication of alleged libellous circulars 

omela 4 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 


For Judgment. 


Stuart v Bell (N T) appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt at trial before Mr Justice Wills with a special jury at 
Leeds (ca v Feb 2—present Lords Justices Lindley, Lopes, and Kay) 

Tn re The Kent County Council and the Council of the Borough of Sand- 
wich and the Local Government Act, 1888.(Q B Crown side) app of the 
Kent County Council from decision of Justices Stephen and Vaughan 
Williams, dated 31 Jan, on questions submitted under the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888, s 29° 

In re The Kent County Council and the Council of the Borough of 
Dover and the Local Government Act, 1888 (Q B Crown side) app of 
the Kent County Council from like decision asin previous case (cav 
March 11—present, Lord Chancellor, Master of the Rolls, and Lord 
Justice Fry) 

Howlett, on behalf, &c, v Mayor, &c, of Maidstone app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated 15 Nov, at trial without a jury at 
Maidstone (c a v 20 March—present Lord Chancellor, Master of the 
Rolls, and Lord Justice Fry) 


For Hearing. 
Final List. 
1890. 


Rogers, Sons & Co v Lambert & Co app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 4 July, at trial without a jury in Middlesex— allowed 17 
Nov, 1890, by Master of Rolls and Lords Justices Lindley and Lopes 
(restored to be in paper on Tuesday, 14 April, for claimants to be heard) 

Evans v The Newfoundland Ry Co & others app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice A L Smith, dated 22 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
Dec 4 (pt hd March 9—present, Master of Rolls and Lords Justices 
Bowen and Fry—stand over by order until further notice) 

Smith, Hill, & Co v Pyman, Bell, & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Charles, dated 15 Nov, at trial without a jury at Leeds Dec 5 
Condy v Blaiberg app of plt from judgt of nonsuit of Mr Justice 

Charles, dated 26 Nov, at trial with common jury in Middx Dec 6 

A Lavesseur & anr, liquidators of La Societe Industrielle et Commerciale 
des Metaux v Mason & Barry, 1d app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 27 Nov, at trial of issue without a jury in Middx Dec 9 

Lewis v The Pontypridd, Caerphilly, & Newport Ry Co app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Denman, dated 22 Nov, at trial without a jury 
in Middx Dec 11 

De Souza v Cobden app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 24 
Nov, at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 12 

Murray v Warren app of deft Warren in person from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 2 Dec, with a special jury in Middx Dec 15 

The Tynedale Steamship Co, ld v The Newcastle-on-Tyne Home Trade 
Tusurance Assocn app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 20 
Nov, at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 16 

Unwin v Hanson app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock, dated 29 July, 
at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 17 

Newman v The London & South-Western Ry Co app of plt from judgt 
of nonsuit, dated 6 Dec, after trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a 
jury in Middx Dec 19 

Kinnell & Co v Clements & Co app of defts from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice, dated 30 Oct, at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 23 

Pyke v Day & anr app of defendants from judgmenft of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 8 Dec, at trial without a jury in Middx Dec 23 (security ordered 
Jan 19, 1891) 

Richards and ors v Butcher In re Walbaum’s Registered Trade Marks, 
28,593, 28,594, and Trade Marks Acts app of plts Walbaum & Co from 
order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 12 Nov, expunging Trade Marks from 
Register (entered in Q B List by order) Dec 2 

1891. 

Armour v Bate app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15 Dec, 
at trial without a jury at Lancaster Armour v Bate app of pit 
from order of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15 Dec, at Lancaster, refusing to 

me trial (to come on with final jo ary by order) Jan1 

Hunt y Gt Northern Railway Co app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
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Stephen, dated Nov 26,.at trial with a special jury in Middx (if judgt 


set aside, damages ) Jan 3 z 
Hick v Tweedy app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Chatles, dated Dec 
9, at trial without a jury at Newcastle, and cross-notice. of appeal by 


It Jan 9 
Coles v Fisher app of defts from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated Aug 4, 
1890, partly varying chief clerk’s certificate (entered in Q B List by 
order) Jan 12 
Pelsall Coal & Iron Co, ld v L & N W Ry Co (construction) app of plts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, Sir F Peel, and Mr Commissioner Price, 
dated Jan 12, dismissing summons to distinguish rates in rate book under 
sec 14 of Regulation Act, 1873 Jan 24 
Pelsall Coal & Iron Co, ld v LL & N W Ry Co& GW Ry Co (construction) 
app of plts from like judgt as in preceding case Jan 24 
Vernon E ors (trustees of Loyal Mundy Lodge of Independent Order of 
Oddfellows, Manchester Unity) v Watson (Q B Crown Side) app of 
pits from judgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated Jan 13, 
on app from county court Jan 27 
Attorney-Gen v Sharpe & anr (Q B Revenue Side) app of defts from 
judgt of Justices Stephen & Charles, dated 16 Dec, 18 Jan 27 
The Deep Navigation Collieries ld v The Rhymney Ry Co app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 21 Jan at trial without a jury 
in Middlesex Jan 29 
Goddard & anr v Hill app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
27 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Jan 29 (security ordered 
9 Feb, 1891) 
Cox & anr v-Welch & anr app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated 15 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Jan 29 
The Skinners’ Co v Knight & ors app of pltffs from refusal of Mr Justice 
Charles to give judgt at trial on finding of jury, dated 19 Dec, 1890 
Jan 30 
F H Wenman v Lyon & Co (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of 
Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Charles, dated 23 Jan, affirming judgt of 
County Court for claimant on interpleader Jan 30 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
New Trial Paper. 
1891. 

Kilpin v Knill and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated 26 Jan, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
with a common jury in Middx Feb 4 

Bendit vy Goldberg appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated 27 Jan, at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins and 
special jury in Middx Feb7 

Worswick v A. C. W. Hobman & Co appln of plt for new trial on appl 
from nonsuit directed by Mr. Justice Stephen, dated 10 Feb, at trial 
with a special jury in Middlesex Feb 14 

Wilkinson v Offord appln of plt for new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt dated 4 Feb, at trial before Mr Justice Stephen with a special jury 
in Middlesex Feb 14 

Daye v Krauss appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
& judgt dated 12 Feb, at trial before Mr Justice Mathew and special 
jury in Middlesex Feb 23 

Smith v The North Met Trams Co appln of plt for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt dated 17 Feb, at trial before Mr Justice Cave 
with a special jury in Middlesex Feb 25 

Stockings v The Lambeth Waterworks Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict and judgt da 25 Feb, at trial before 
Mr. Justice Cave with special jury in Middlesex March 10 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND AMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY.) 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1890. 

Ship Accomac (salvage) owners, masters, & crews of steamships ‘‘ Inver- 
ness,”’ *‘ Flying Scud,’’ ‘‘ Heather Bell,’”? and ‘‘Spurn”’ v Owners of 
Ship Accomac, cargo & freight Owners of Ship ‘‘ Accomac,’’ cargo & 
freight and owners of Ship ‘‘ Albert Edward ”’ and ors v Owners of Ship 
“* Accomac,”’ cargo and freight appl of plts in first action from judgt of 
the President, dated 11 Dec, 1890 Dee fy 


1891. 

Ships ‘‘ Homewood’’ & ‘Eloy Palacios’? (damage) Owners of ‘ Eloy 
Palacios’? & Cargo v Owners of ‘‘ Homewood” & Freight Owners of 
‘** Homewood ’’ vy Owners of ‘‘ Eloy Palacios’’ app of plts in first act 
from judgt of the President (Sir Jas Hannen), dated 19 Dec 1890 Jan 8 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrieas, 1891. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Thursday, March 26th, inclusive.) 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, 
as stated in the Easter Sittings Paper. 

_Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Actions on the following days— 
viz., April 21, 22, 23, 28, 29, 30. His lordship will sit in Chambers every 
Monday during the Sittings. In the weeks when Non- Witness Actions 
are taken, Further Considerations will be taken on Tuesdays. In the 
weeks when Witness Actions are taken, Further Considerations will not be 


Summonses, specially,on the 


following day NMin, April 8:9, 14, 15, 16, 21, 92, 93, in odditin 
iys—VvizZ., go ae Sy Shp OH 22, ? to the 
ordinary days stated in the Sittings Paper. At presen‘, Mr. Justice North 
has not fixed any days for Witness Actions. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will take Witness Actions on days to be eppetased 
by his lordship, after the commencement of the Sittings. His lordship 
ee ae ee ee q 

Mr. Justice Kekewich will commence A on Tuesday, April 
14. The Case of Savery & Moore v London Electric Supply . Id. 
Motion treated as Trai and advanced by Order is fixed for that day, and 
two other Cases of a like character are fixed for Tuesday, ril 21. His 
lordship will sit in Chambers every Monday during the fitting. Liver- 
pool and Manchester Business will be taken as follows :—Motions on days 
appointed for Motions. Petitions, Short Causes, and Adjourned Sum- 
monses on Saturdays. Summonses in Chambers on Friday afternoons, 
Liverpool and Manchester Summonses being taken on alternate Fridays, 
commencing with Liv 1 Summonses on Friday, April 10th. 

Mr. Justice Romer take Witness Actions every day in the order as 
they stand in the Cause Book. 

Adjourned Summonses will be taken as follows :—Mr. Justice Chitty, 
with Non-Witness Actions, except Procedure Summonses, which (if any) 
are taken every Saturday; Mr. Justice North on Fridays and Saturdays ; 
Mr. Justice Stirling also on Fridays and Saturdays; Mr. Justice Kekewich 
on Saturdays. 

N.B.—The above Note as to Adjourned Summonses is subject to altera- 
tion as their lordships may direct. ; 

Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
Freemantle v Lafitte act (May 1) 

act 


Dickens v Lang motn to strike out 
claim (Non-Witns list by onder) 
In re R Sayle’s Estate Clark v 


Thompson v McMurdo Sayle (Order 55) adj sums 
Morris v Bebro (1888, M 3,273) act | In re G Schreiber’s Trusts Hanson 
Morris v Bebro (1889, M 66) act v Mount Expte Settlement Trus- 


tees adj sums 

as Shey ee Ashburton adj sums 
for leave to accept transfer shares 

In re Bora i’s Trusts Borat- 
ynska v Arnould adj sums 
(order 55) 

The Sovereign Life Assce Co v Adam 
Expte Ehrhart adj sums 

In re W Lory’s Trusts Lory v 
Lory adj sums (order 55) 

In re Dolphin’s Settlement Trusts 
Dolphin v Dolphin (construction) 


adj sums 
In re Robert Aldred Ex pte Met 
Board of Works adj sums for 


{portpaned by order to come after 
2¢ 


0. 2) 

M Melacrino & Co v B M Melacrino 
&ors act (S O till after return 
of commission to Egypt) 
Ramuz v Earl Sondes act 
Sampson v The Royal Aquarium & 
Summer & Winter Genin Soc, Id 
act (re-transferred from Mr 
Justice Romer) 
In re Robert Millard, dec Millard 
. v Millard  . 

irmingham Ca Navigations v 

Tupper & Co act (not before 
May 8 
Guardians of St Saviour’s Union v 


payment out 
The Stanhope Cold act (pt hd | In re Dugdale’s Estate D v 
Feb 8—S O till after expert’s Dugdale (construction) adj sums 
Ekins v Berkley m fj 


J 
Tn re § Kidd & Co ld (ex pte J H 
Chapman) adj sums for rectifica- 
tion of register 
In re W Smith, dec In re R Smith, 
dec Smith v Smith (ex pte exors 


retry 

Ratcliff v Jowess act (cross-examn 
on affidavits) 

In re W E Jones, dec. Jones v 
Greenwood act (restored) 

The Inventions Trust Assocn ld v 


Cole & Co act (secy for costs and trustees) adj sums 
ordered Tn re W J Barron & Sons (claims of 
In re Baroness Craignish, dec Craig- partners) adj sums 
nish v Hewitt act In re E Budd, dec Scott v Budd 
ay Ainley Sons & Co act act 
( ntinued against Local Board 
Further Considerations. 


—continued against Ainley Sons 
& Co, but to stand over until after | 
mandamus in Q B Division is dis- 


In re W B Taylor, dec Stephenson 
v Taylor fur con (not before 
April 30) 


posed of) : 
Nichols v John Lewis & Co act | Forster v Forster 2nd fur con 


(S.O 1 June) In re W Evans, dec Evans v Evans 
Boursot v Boursot act (8 O till fur con (Trinity) 

after sumns heard) In re 8S Lang, dec Betteley v 
The Midland Ry Co v The Met Ry Proctor fur con 

Co act In re John Betts, dec Jones v Batt 


fur con adj from Chambers and 


sums to vary 

In re G J Lang, dec Stephens v 
Stephens fur con 

In re Redman, dec Redman v 
Barter fur con 

In re A Evans, dec Evans v 
Randall fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Norru. 


Pink v Pink act 

Hubbard v Elverston act 
Matthews v Saunders act 
April 21) 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
Walker v Walker plt’s motn for 
yment out Walker v Walker 
eft’s motn to vary interim report 
Walker v Walker plt’s motn to 


(8S O 





adopt final report Walker vy 
Walker deft’s motn to vary 
Official Referee’s report Walker 
v Walker P ve motn for damages 


for sale of ne Propert: 
In re 8 Lawson, dec ton 


Birt v 
adj sums (order 55) 
In re J Taylor’s Estate Greenwood 
v Taylor (Tyne Bonds) 
In re C Alderson’s Estate Alderson 





taken on Tuesdays, but may be taken on Saturdays. 





v Reel title adj sums 


adj sums . 


Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Bentinck v London Joint - Stock 
Bank, ld act (not before 15 Feb) 

In re Sharpe In re Bennett The 
Masonic, &c, Assce Co vy Sharpe 
act 

Chester v Harris act 

A. Pirie & Sons, ld y Goodall & Son 
act & motn to rectify 

Commercial Bank of Scotlani ld v 
Sanders act 
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Burgess v Van Hoydonck act 
Matthews v Martin act 
v Strutt act 
Thomson v Hughes act 
Stuckey’s Cov Cohen act 
Lindoo v Alexander act 
Leveson-Tower v Jarrett act 
Natl & Provl Bk of Engd 1d v Daniel 
act & mf j 
In re MeMardo Penfield v Mc 
Murdo adjd sums, pt hd 
ht v Eckersley act 
er v Higgins act 
The People’s Co - operative, 
Building Soc v Shaw act 
Showell v Perrins act 
Merridew v Morris act 
Hamilton v Hamilton act 


&e, 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
Swaffield v Robinson action 
Nicholay v Development & Invest- 
ment Cold motn for judg 
Wilkinson v Ellison action & motn 
for judg 
ham v Theobald motn for 


ju 
In re Sykes Deane v Duffield act 
Lands Trading Co ld v Rathbone 
motn for judg (short) 


Harrington v Heaven special case 
(restored) 

Cotton v Pemberton motn for judg 
(short) 


Bartlett v Carlton Engineering Co 
Id motn for judg (short) 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Elliott v Steel (restored) 
In re Barton-upon-Humber & Dis- 
trict Water Co, Id & Co’s Acts 
In re Burfield Dean v Burfield 
In re Wright Whitehead v Stares 
In re Corsellis Bawtree v Harrison 
further hearing 
Tn re Radcliffe Radcliffe v Bowes 
Badeley v Consolidated Bank, Id 
In re Harris Fitzroy v Harris 


Harper v Eyre 

Inre Thomas Richard v Thomas 

In re Rees Williams v Lloyd 

Brown v Clark 

In re West West v West 

Hazeldine v Hazeldine 
answer, &c) 

Hazeldine v Hazeldine (for inspec- 
tion) 

Kennedy v Smith 

In re Miller Bevan v Miller 

In re Northage Ellis v Barfield 

In re The Portuguese Consolidated 
Copper Mines, ld, & Co.’s Acts 

Hamilton v Brogden 


Further Considerations. 
Bedford v Drakeford fur con 
Guardians of Pontypridd Poor Law 

Union v Howells fur con (short) 
Wood v Gregory fur con 


(further 


Before Mr. Justice Srmutne. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
In re J Davis Joseph v Davis act 
(to come on with another action 
when set down) 

Hedger v Hedger act 

In re Jennings Jénnings v Jennings 


act 
Dodd v Scholding action 
Burton v Dodd act (advanced by 


er) 
rmstrong v Owray Gold Mining 
Co, ld act & mf j 
Edwards v Beckett ‘act 
Keighley, Maxsted & Co v Bakewell 
act 


In re Fox Foxv Fox act 
Hill v Bishton act 
Tn re Hodgson Thompson v Wilson 


act 

Wilson vy Thompson action 

In re Nesbitt Nesbitt v Freeman 
act 





Baring v Abingdon act 

Heathcote v Blair act (transferred 
from Q B Division—not to be tried 
until after another action by order) 

Abbott v Howard act 

In re Park Cole v Park Park v 
Cole claim against testator’s 
estate 

Brunton v Red Moss Works Co act 

Coombs v Wilks act 

Lloyd’s Bank, ld v Keen act 


Causes for trial without witnesses 
and adjourned summonses. 

In re Blumberg & Co, 1d & Co’s Acts 
adj sumns 

Robertson v Hartopp 
restored 

Lowther v Caledonian Ry Co act 
restored by order as non-wits act 

In re Broughton Barnard v Stock- 
ton adj sums resto 

Wills v Lycett mf j 

In re C F Bacon & v & P Act, 1874 
adj smns 

Cooper v Burrard act (not before 
April 9) 

In re Cochrane Sharrod v Mather 
adj smns by plts 

In re Same Same v Same adj 
smns to vary certificate 

In re Thompson Thompson v 
Thompson adj smns 

In re Speakman Speakman v Bond 
adj sums 

In re Liversedge Boden v Livers- 
edge adj sums 

_— “4 Warren Randleson v Randle- 

j sums 

Black Vv Biack Ward vHyam adj 
sums 

In re ee 
sum 

In re Ww ickham Markwick v Wick- 
ham adj sums 


adj smuns 


Gater v Hely adj 


Bruzard v Franqueville special 
case 

In re Eccles Carr v Eccles adj 
sums 

In re Clavering, Bart & S L Act, 
1882 adj sums 


De Fontaine v Attornecy-Gen act 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses) 

Sykes v Burr act 

Bentinck v The Cape Breton Co, 1d 
act (restored) 

The Hanley & Bucknall Coal Co, ld 
v North Staffordshire Railway Co 
act (restored) 

Sanderson v Allen act (to come 
up for trial with two actions not 
set down) 

In re Metn Coal Consumers’ Assoc, 
ld, & Co’s Acts Expte Edwards 
motn 

Horsman v Shorney act 

In re Paul Elwell Elwell v Elwell 
act 

Gray v Purves act 

Holland v Skidmore act 

Lloyd v Margrave act 

Nuttall v Hargreaves act 

Beard v Margrett Margrett v Beard 
act 

Haley v Metcalfe act, wits 

Jones v The Steamship Cairngoun, 
ld act (not before 12 May) 

Edwards v Covell act 

Campbell v Skewis act 

London, Brighton, & South Coast 
Ry Co v Reeves act 

Lewis y Morgan act 

Blackman v Fysh act & mf j 

Baily v Icke act 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re ene Claye v Corkling 
th 


Stephens Warburton v 
Stephens 
In tre Wythes West w Wythes 


Wythes v West appln of W 
West & anr 

In re Wythes West v Wythes 
Wythes v West appln of AF T 
Wythes, an inft 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
In re Fuller, Smith & Turner & 
Trade Marks Act, &c adj smns 
restored 

Howard v Golland act 

J B Orr & Co, ldvJBOrr act 

Gisborne v Shipping Appliances Co, 
ld act 

Rickett v Bennett act 

Martin v Hemsworth act 

Cummins v Sargent act (Trinity 
Sittings) 


Transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only, pursuant to Order, dated 27 
January, 1891. 

In re Parry Hunt v Parry In re 
Pierce Huntv Parry act 

Crump v Minter act 

Laing v Walker act 

act & m fj 

Inre Mountain Beckett v Mountain 
act (Trinity Sittings) 

Sykes v Wigfield act 

Faulkner v Stevens act (Trinity 
Sittings). 

In re Owen Owenv Allman act 

In re Giles Real & Permanent Ad- 
rome Co, ld v Giles act 

Whateley v Rippon act (pendin 
Order for Stayt. at . 

Rippon v Brushfield act 

Hardwick v Morton act 











Zuccato v Young act 
(The whole of the above lists to be continued.) 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters inv Cuamsers ror Easter Sitttnes, 1891. 


A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonell ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 

O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald; 

Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 





A to F.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Johnson are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

G to N.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Walton are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 175, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Wilberforce are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 179, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Orvex or THe Masters. 





‘WARNING TO INTENDING House ne se & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 
shame ae Se the Sani arrangements th ly examined by an expert from The 
tary Enginee 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake tilation of Ciices, & 
Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same b' 
iousveper to the peas = ae of Tooting) and Henry Kirsy— 
Brokers, 1, Great J eatont ‘ord-row, W.C. Noo made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Edie tenants got rid of. Possession also taken under Bills of 
Sale, ale, Mone, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City Bank, 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing; personal 
and prompt attention.—({Apvr. } 


¢.—[{ApvT.] 


Messrs. Henry C. Woop 
oop & Kirsy—Certificated 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Graxt.—March 20, at 32, Albert-square, Stepney, E., the wife of Corrie Grant, Barrister- 


at-Law, of a daughter. 

Mase. Phe By 24, at 40, Norland-square, Notting-hill, the wife of Henry John Mead, 
Solicitor, 

Pairaruey. Bact Ang 16, at Wroxham Mansions, Canfield-gardens, South Hampstead, 
N.W.., the wife of F. "HH. Priestley, Solicitor, of a daughter, 

Roserts.—March 25, at 17, Bev Cullereoats Meutiyembertand, the wife of 
J.R. Roberts, Clerk to the Ci Tustin Neweastloon- Time, 0 of a 

Sexae- ae 21, at Cornwall Dorchester, the wife of Gustavus Phelps Symes, 

icitor, of a son. 

Warsox.— March 18, at Heathland Lodge, Hampstead-heath, the wife of Johnston 

Watson, Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. - 

Birp—SnackeL.—March 31, at the Parish Church, Sonning, Berks, Arthur Wilberforce 

Bird, Solicitor, Bristol, to ‘Alice Laura, only surviving daughter of George Shackel, of 


Erleigh Court, Reading 
Boviros—Hanss, “March a, at the Parish Church, Horsham, Sussex, Alexander Chante 
‘orster Boul Barrister: 


mee == ton, of a od igh - -at-Law, to Florence Marian, only 
1. urst e 
Nic wotsos Cana. a etarch 8, at Meeiagten, York, John Arthur Nicholson, of York and 
Onbaldwick, Solie ion, to Mary Gertrate Gertrude, younger daughter of Francis Carr, of Hes- 
ington. 
DEATHS. 
Canntxatox.—March 17, at 4, Nicholas-street, Chester, Alfred Carrington, Solicitor, 
SsaLi.—March 14, at Pau, William James Small, Solici 


Roxsuren,— March 19, at 53, ‘Westbourne-terrace, Hy 
Francl« Roxburgh, ac + aged 76. 


, his Honour Judge Sir 


& Ventilation Co., 65, S,oppoat Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- | 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fripay, March 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Asnton & pe Loney i ian are required, on or before ,AeS Se Os 30, mont Me their 
names and ad and. particulars of their debts or claims, to Brady, 
13 and 14, Berry st, St Ma:y Axe 

Contract ConsTRUCTION Coy Liurrep—Petn for winding up. & BS, Bow ¢ ted March 25, directed 
to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, April 11 Bell & Bow go agents 
for Lake, Runcorn, solor for pe‘ners Notice of appearing must Messrs. Bell & Co 
not later than 6 an 6 o'clock i in the afternoon of April 10 

on or ne A 4 send their 


H. & V. Nicnott, Lunmren—Creditors are required, o' 
names and ad and particulars of their debts or & Cattiley, 9, 
Duke st, London bri Stibbard & Co, solors for liquidators 

Mexican Banta BARBARA MinINa Co, Lure —Petn for wini wing yy , presented March 26, 
ae to be heard before Kekewich, J, on April 11. Gresham st, solors 


ior petner. Notice of appearing must reach the AE. not later than 6 o'clock in 

the afternoon of April 10 
PARAGON eo ey for winding up, presented March 23, directed to be 
heard on April 11. Chadwick, Bedford row, pF for Brown & Co, a eoath solors 


for petner. Notice of as must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of April 10 
Rock Investment Taust, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 19, directed to 
be beard on April 11. Saunders & Co, Coleman st, ers’ solors 
Western Counties STEAM oe Py ey anp MILLING Liurtep—Petn for win up, 
presented March 17, be heard before Stirling, J, on April 11. M h & 
Co, New sq, Lincoln’s i inn, aby for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 10 
Unstoirep 1x CHANCERY. 
HuppersFigzLp anv County Commercia, Co—Petn for winding up, presented March 25, 
irected to be heard on April 11 Chadwick, Bedford row, epee for yp: ood & W Sykes, 
Huddersfield,. solors for petners Notice of appearing must reach geoveunnal oat 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 10 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
S.tepmMerEe Poor May’s Society, Triton Inn, Sledmere, York. March 25 
SrrrorpsHiRe Porrerres Friexpiy Divivenp Soctery, Mechanics’ Institution, Pall Mall, 
anley, Stafford. March 2t 
SusreypEpD ror Turee Montus. 


Sr Tuomas’ Cuurcn Scuoois Sick anv pesens, Sociery, St Thomas’ Church Schools, 
Ashton in Makerfield, Lancaster. March 


London Pigs Me, March 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep tn CHANCERY. 

GLamorGANSHIRE AGRICULTURAL Co, Limrrep—Creditors are sovaioad, on or before April 
30, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr F rancis Wridé, Lianishen, near Cardiff. Morgan & Scott, Cardiff, solors for liqui- 

tor 

oe VicrortA Hore: Co, Liuxrreo—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated 
March 21, it was ord that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Stone, Billiter sq bldgs, solor for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Qyponzues Frizxpty Society, Bird in Hand, Sydenham rd, North Croydon, Surrey. 
Goop Samarrran InpEPENDENT Lopes Society, Red House, New John st, West Birming- 
ham. March 26 


HaAuivax Geese Braycu or THE Loyat Orver or Anctent SnepHerps, Ashton Unity, 
10, Oxford st, Brighouse, Yorks. March 25 

Loya Peace axp Goovwitt Lovee, Branch of the Loyal Order of Ancient Shepherds, 
Ashton Unity, 10, Oxford st, Brighouse, Yorks. March 25 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 20. 
Boswett, Nicuo.as Caryeere, Moodkee Villa, Putney, Colonel in Indian Army. April 5. 
Bosw ell v Boswell, Chitty, J. Rowe, Essex st, Strand 
CLayPooLr, Hesxry, Loughborough, Leicester, Bleacher. April 24. Clark v Claypoole, 
Chitty, J. Bea: ey, Loughborough 
Haicu, Evwarv, Hemsworth, near Pontefract, Farmer. April 20. Gibson v Rowley, 
Chitty, J. Leatham, Wakefield 
Hat, Heyry, Manor st, Clapham, pg ee April 10. Ashley, Tee, & Sons v Hall, 
Chitty, I + Mote & Son, Queen st eapside 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 
Bu andne, CuArves Suz eonaee, 5 East Retford, Nottingham, Ea. * i. 24. Jessopp v Rol- 


, Chitty, J ding, Leicester 
Fox, D: Davin, Halifax, Manufacturer. April 27. Fox v Smithies, North, J. Longbottom, 
ax 


Hunt, Wittiam Tuomas, Lewisham High rd, Builder. April 20. Hunt v Hunt, North, 
J. Baron, Temple avenue 
Kyort, Oswatp, Bowden, Chester, Gent. April 24. Knott v Knott, Registrar, Manches- 
ter. Leigh, Manchester 
London Gasette.—Frtvay, March 
April 24. Hitchcock, Williams, Pa ©o v Gardener, Chitty, J. 
Green, Laura Evizapern, aisha. April 27. 


G v Slater, Stirling, J. Slater & 
Darlaston wee i 


Co, 
Kuutazre, Jacos Victor, Liverpool rd, Islington, Watch Maker. April 20. Lat 
strom v Hammersley, Stirling, J. Boulton & Co, Northampton 
Moopvy, Henry, Landport, Timber Merchant. April 28. Cowan v ey Mdnody, Bt Surin, J. 
Way «& Son, Portsea 
nuomas Newroy, Furnival’s inn, Wholesale Ironmonger. April 18. Stokes v 
Thomas, North, J. Spencer & Co, Cheapsid le 


Duvenry, Saran, Dover. 
Bannister, Basinghall st 


ao 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette. —Fripay, March 20. 
Avuinoitamu, Herex Mania, Jerrard st, Lewisham, May 20. Mote & Son, Queen st 
Ascou 7M Marruew, Hyde, Chester, Stamp Distributor. May 23. Hibbert & Westbrook, 
Banc vad Faxpeni kK Cuantes D’Erinay, Brentwood, Essex, Major-General. Apzil 15. 


& R. W. Tweedie, Lincoln's inn fields 
Runres, p Axe, Ward End, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. March 25. Green & Williams, 


Bincuary, Naruay, Preston, Grocer. April 25. Thompson & Craven, Preston 





Doria, Janes, Clacbesten 38, Fenkn, Bulider. May 1. Eaton-Evans & Williams, 


CanwAnoixe, Sanvet Janes, Southwark bridge rd, Tobacconist. April 21. Covk, Mark 
Cuester, Ann, Chorley, Lancs. April 16. Morris, Chorley 
CoLpWELL, Witu1AmM, Washington rd, Sheffield. April 21. Whent, Sheffield. 


Coues, Stratroy James, Elgin cres, Notting Hill, Esq. June13. Sole & Gill, Devonport 
Coo; %. , Blackheath Greenwii i Clerk. May 21. § & 
oe b eee a A wich, Engineer’s y jpencer 


Cruixsuank, Exiza, Marylebone rd. April 30. Richardson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Curtis, Witt1am, Camborne, Cornwall, Inn‘ceeper. April 25. Daniel & Thomas, 
me : 

com, ee Atherton, Lancs, Screw Bolt Manufacturer. April17. Hope, Atherton 

Dusvenp aes Wnssan, Hampton rd, Upper Teddington. April 30. Nickinson & Co, 

Dickson, Joux, Widnes, Lancs, Sanitary Inspoctor. April 21. Peters, Widnes 

Eastwoop, Jouy, Meltham, nr Huddersfield, Gent. May 1. Drake, Huddersfield 

Farrow, Frank, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller. May 10. Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Fisuer, Ricuarp, Hill Top, nr Midhurst, Sussex. May 8. Holmes & Son, Bedford-row 

Benen, Joszrit, Blackhouse, Stapleton, Cumb, Yeoman. April 25. Thornburn, Car- 
e ‘ 

Fuiuarp, Saucer, Packwood, Warwick, Miller. May 8. King & Ludlow, Solihull 

Gasman, § Mass Axx, Newton Abbot, Devon. May2. Tozer & Co, Dawlish and Teign- 

Gnose, Winutan Sxixyer, Salcombe Regis, Devon, Gent. May 1. Rooke & Sons, Lin- 


Harpy, oa. Roscommon, Ireland, Yeoman. April 23. Butler, Broughton in Furness: 

Harritip, Richarp, King st, Regent st, Builder. April 30. Walker & Co, Theobald’s 
rd, Gray’s inn rd 

Hayyes, Saran, George st, Lewisham. April 18. G. A. Haynes, 113, Bow rd, Bow 

Henpensox, Rosert Eason, Willesden lane. May 20. Carpenter & Sons, Laurence 
Pountney lane 

Hvueuss, James, Holywell, Flint, Bootmaker. April 21. Cope, Holywell 

Hy asp, Jouy, Chapeltown, Pudsey, Yorks, Drysalter. March 21. Newell, Bradford 

Lemoy, Wit.1as, Gosport, Hants, Dairyman. April 25. Hyde, Portsmouth 

Levers, Witiiam James, Bingham, Notts. April 30. Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

Lynxve, Stsaxxan, Bowden, Chester. April 21. Lynde & Branthwaite, Manchester 

Masoy, ase, Newton Moore, Hyde, Chester. May 23. Hibbert & Westbrook, 

Masoy, a Wix.1am, Retford, Notts, Esq. April 30. Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 

Masoy, Sornia, Handsworth, Staffs. April1l. Jackson & Betham, West Bromwich 

Owen, Exizaseta, Vachlwyd Hall, Denbigh. April 25. Lloyd & Roberts, Ruthin 

Posamas, J Jaen 4 Arp, Wiston, Pembs, Carpenter. May 1. Eaton-Evans & _—— 

Pecx, Epwarp, Ipswich, Gent. April 30. Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Porr, Witu1am Acyew, Cannon st, Esq. May1. Birch, Spring grds 

Povuttox, Saran, Angel rd, Edmonton, Nurseryman. April 30. Barfield, Finsbury 

Ross, Hann Lan Lerrn, Commander of H MS Serpent. May 6. Marsden & Wilson, Old 


Ry.ayp, “Saaes, Chaat st, Blackfriars rd, Mathematical Instrument Manufacturer- 
A Wells, Paternoster row 
Sarru, og Manchester sqr. April 30. Richardson, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Sarrn, Evizasers, Fairfield, Liverpool. April 27. Ayrton & Co, Liverpool 

Smiru, Tuomas, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Farmer. April 202. T & WJ Drewry, Barton @ 
Srerneysoy, W1tL1AM, Holywell, Flint, Farmer. April 21. Cope, Holywell 

Srocks, Harriett, Ousley rd, Balham. May 6. Marsden & Wilson, Old Cavendish st 
Svonsar, Jame, Withernsea in Holderness, Yorks. May 11. Leak & Co, Kingston upon 


mee — Mary, and Jouy Rovert Tuompsox, Chesterfield, Watchmakers. April 16. 
Grat & Mareden, Chesterfield 

Senet ak Brooxks, Lakenham, Norwich. May 11. Cross & Co, Norwich 

Torvorr, AsaueL, Wi , Bradford, General Crockery Dealer. April 14. Clough, 
Wibsey and Clackhexton of 

Toomey, Come Awys, Duncan terrace, Islington. April 30. Kingsford & Co, Essex st, 

Turner, Anx, Hyde, Chester. April 21. Lynde & Branthwaite, Manchester 

Watter, Aveta Dororuza, Upton on Severn, Wores. April 2. Collyer-Bristow & 
Co, Bedford row 

Warp, Sonn, Sine Shae, Surrey, Cement Merchant. April 90. Nickinson & Co, Chan- 
cery 

Wixter, Wituram, Manchester, retired Coal Dealer. 20. Gaunt & 

t Harpurhey, : April 


London Gazette.~—Tunspay, March 21. 
Savass, Pavt Caracamsos, Piccadilly, Hotel Manager. Apr2i. Boote & Edgar, Man- 
Braman, Wituiam, Croydon, Surrey, Glove Maker. May 1. Moore, Gt 8t Helens 
Baxenvare, Tuomas, Formby, Lancs. May 9. HC & A8 Reynolds, Liverpool 
Comes een Dororny Susay, Weston, nr Bath. May 8. Wood & Co, Raymond 
Con wR, kL Jeremian, Reading, Brickmaker. May 1. Beale & Martin, Reading 
Dieaies, Tuomas, Manchester, Solicitor. June1. Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Dix, Wii.iam, Freperic, Smallburgh, Norfolk, Sungeon. May 9. Culley, Norwich 
Dop, Jans, Macclesfield. March 30. May, Macclesfield 
Dosen pen, Coen, Se cham, Yorks, Trainer of Racehorses. June i. Maughan, Middie~ 
le 
ee ae Mincing lane, Colonial Broker. April 22. Emanuel & Simmonds, 
US 
Fatnay, Bawa, Cheltenham. April 11. Farrar & Farrar, Wardrobe place, Doctor’ 
ons 
Finrn, Tuomas, Blackburn, Cotton Spinner. April 30. Crossley, Blackburn 
Fiemixe, Rosgsrt, Park sqr East, Regent's park, Gent. May 1. Fraser, Soho sqr 
Garuick, Jonny Howarp, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs, Cashier, May 2. Sale & Co, 
—- Jous, New Brighton, Chester, formerly Grocer. April 30. Wright & Co, 
Harrox, Hararer, Stafford, April 21. Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Hratox, Avy, Southport. April 90. Buek & Co, Southport 
Horna, Witty, Fulford-pk, or York, Esq. May 7. Cowling & Swift, York 
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Jerrerson, Mantua, Elloughton, Yorks. May 1. Ives:a & West, Hull 
Kxow es, bear pl Ayn, eee ae, Dulwich. May 1. Farrar & Farrar, Wardrobe pl, 


Lest, James, m, ecu, Plane Maker. June1. Winter & Co, Norwich 

Macxrsxox, Avcusta, Ham Common, Surrey. May 5. Bowlings & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Mirurcax, WituraM, Croydon, Surrey, Draper. April 30. Edridge, Croydon 
Muturxcrox, ‘Epwarv, Oxton, Chester, Licensed Victualler. May 1. Pennington & 


Higeon, Liv 1 

Morris, WLAN, Conmenthen, Gent. May1. G. & R. Thomas, Carmarthen 
Mcwspay, Resecca, York rd, Lambeth. April 30. Cotton & Son, Gray’s inn square 
Parker, Hanyan, Groves, York. April 22. Phillips, York 


Piersox, Cuartes, Dulwich Wood Park, Norwood. May 6. Walter Webb & Co, 
Queen Victoria 


Quix, James Apevetn, Bath, Esq, J.P. April 23. Smith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Reity; Rosert Hexry, Mount st, House Agent. April 20. Child & Norton, Sloane st 
Roaps, Atrrep, Rowsham, Bucks, Farmer. April 27. Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
Rosrxson, Witt1Am, Hedon, Yorks, Builder. May 2. Iveson & West, Hull 

Russev., Bexyamis TutrtLe, Norwich, Watchmaker. June1. Winter & Co, Norwich 
Rust, Hotyoake, = rd, Lambeth, Architect’s Assistant. April 30. Withall & 


Tavii, Saran Aws, Colchester. April 18. Wittey & Denton, Colchester 

Suitu, Epwarp, Sheffield, Haberdasher. May 1. Wightman Nicholson, Sheffield 

Brenxisc, Epwanrp, Brighton, Corn Dealer. May 19. Hardwick, Brighton 

Sway, Ropert, Leyland, Lancs, Coal Merchant. May 16. W. & J. Cooper, Preston 
Londen Gazette.—Fripay, Mar. 27. 

Axpersos, Exizasetu, Hedon in Holderness, Yorks, Widow. April 28. Park & Son, 


Axton, JAMEs, Twickenham, Gent. April 30. Wakeford & Co, Russell sq 

Betue.t, Hannan, Didsbury, Lancs. April 14. Brown, Stockport 

Bixys, Joux, Blackburn, Plumber. April 25. E & B Haworth, Blackburn 

Bonar, Josrrn, Tysoe st, Clerkenwell, Corn Dealer. April 30. Crosse & Sons, Lancaster 


Bravuer, James, Leckhampton, Glos, Gent. May 12. Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Buavtery, Karte, Cheltenham. May 4. Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Brows, Hossse, Homey rd, Holloway, Bill Poster. May 8. Wedlake, Station rd, 


PD 
Ciyma, Haxpsrorv Hosxixc, Brooke rd, Stoke Newington, Surgeon. May1. Harting 


Co, in’s inn fiel 
Crort, Exias Crerp, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. May 4. Bickley & Lynex, Bir- 


Detrrekke, Soria Jase Larewarp Crort, Chateau St Pry, Pas de Calais, France. 
y 25. Stuart & Tull, Gray’s inn sq 
Epwaups, Fraxx Duss, Usk, Mon, Chemist. May 7. 


Evays, Georct Hexny, Grove pl, Camberwell, Laundry Proprietor. 
sq 
Ewart, Josern, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper. May 1. Criddle, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Fertnam, Esiry Asx, Irving grove, Stockwell. May 7. Burgoyne & Co, Wood st, 
le 
Forty, Exiza, Wallingford, Berks. April 28. Wood, Richmond, Surrey 
Fox, Katnanrrse, Bournemouth. April 22.. M Aldridge & Haydon, Bournemouth 
Fowrer, Exizapern, Holland villas rd, Kensington. April 30. Chamberlain, Fins- 
sqr 
Fusor, Jous, Torrington pl. April 20. Reep & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen st 
Garuirr, aan, Hampstead Hill grds, Solicitor. June 24. Howse, Abchurch yard, 
Cannon 
Gipert, eum, he Sree ae, South Lambeth rd, Timber Merchant. May 1. Ward & Co, 
Go.pssiti, _ _ West, Norwich. 
Hattstoxe, Epwanv, Sandal Magna, Yorks, Esq. April 25. Gartside & Hailstone; 
Hart, Wiru1am Bavy, Redcliffe rd, South Kensington. May 9: Langlois & Biden, 
Leadenhall st 
Hascock, Susaxxau Buackxtock, Bath. May1. Keary & Stokes, Chippenham, Wilts 


Harpy, Artuvr, Gt Grimsby, Butcher. Apr2i. Barker, Gt Grimsby 


pes qo Ricu: - “Woodville rd, Willesden, Barrister-at-Law. 
‘0, 
Hernic k, Sauver, Whetstone, Leics, Farmer. 


Watkins, Pontypool 


May 7. Lovell, 


Apr 30. Wright & 


Apr 25. Haxby & Partridge, Leicester 





| Kixe, Tuomas, White Waltham, Berks, Farmer. 


| Orriey, Ayna Manta, Charlwood st, Pimlico. 
April 30. Whites & Pomeroy, Wymond- | Strand 


Ho per, Jouy, Brighton, Gent. May 25. Woods, Brighton 
Hore, Prupesce Mania, Southsea. Apr 28. Hatton, Strand 
Boy, Tuomas, Walton Vicarage, Lancs, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 1. 


rae 
Hucues, Wit11ay, Liverpool, Tailor May 1. McKenna, Liverpool 


JounstToyve, CuHarLes Henry, Ryde, IW, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 18. Jones, Mason's 
avenue, Coleman st 
Kay, wee =p Aalpueel grove, Clarence rd, Hackney. .May 8. Walker & (Co, 


HARLOTTE JeFrerys, Curtain rd, Shoreditch. April 24. Hopwood & Son, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Lewis, ete ’Springtield House, Blackburn. April 30. Finch & Johnson, Blackpool 


LieweE.iyy, Margaret, Hindley, Lancs. April 11. Taylor & Co, Wigan 
McGit1, Anruur Feraussoy, Leeds, Surgeon. May 2. North & Sons, Leeds 
Mooy, Exizasrru We.uixetos, Belmont, Kenilworth, Warwick. May 9. Bannister, 


st 
Ovtsnam, Cuares, Thorneliffe, Staffs, Farmer. May1. Hacker & Allen, Leek 


aoe - Cuanses, Davenstice pl, Marylebone, Clerk in Holy Orders. May7. Field & 
incoln’ 
Puiu, CHaRLEs James, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. May 6. Horton & Co, Birmingham 


Qurx, James Auaustixe, Bath, Esq, J.P. April 23. Smith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Ropers, Pe om ALEXANDER, Bournemouth. April 21. Fielder & Fielder, Lincoln's 
inn 


Sargent, Dicory Warxez, Belvedere rd, Penge, Surgeon. April 30. Bockett & Co, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Smae, Emity, Lambs Conduit st. April 24. White, Chancery lane 
Suarez, Stepney, Lambs Conduit st, Baker. April 24. White, Chancery lane 
Sairn, Any Spooner, St. Albans. May 19. Jennings, Chancery lane 
Srepruens, Freperick Gites, Pershore, Worcs. April 20. Martin, Pershore 


Stevens, Mary, Woodford Bridge, Essex. May1. Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s 
inn 
TempLe, Martnew Cunsincuam, Stockton on Tees, Coal Merchant. April 30. Trotter, 


on Tees 
Tru.i, Gzorce, Colchester, Gent. April 30. White & Son, Colchester 
Watson, Isapeza, Cross lane, Salford. April 30. Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Wess, Tuomas Witkes, Stourbridge, Wores, Esq. May1. Smith& Co, Birmingham 
Wotrr, Jouy, North Audley st. May 11. Heath & Co, New London st, Mark lane 
Woopwanrp, Witt1,M, Chatham, Gent. April 17. Wood & McLellan, Chatham 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 31. 
CLAYTON, Hannu, Liversedge, Birstal, Yorks. June1. Scholefield & Co, Batley 
Crayton, SamveL, Liversedge, Birstal, Yorks, Gent. June1. Scholefield & Co, Batley 
CoLLyEn, Joserit Heyry, Lancaster gate, Hyde pk, Esq. April 28. Syms & Son, Fur- 


Ginter J onl Huddersfield, Yorks, Draper. April 25. Booth, Huddersfield 
Fatiows, James, Tuebrook, Lancs, Gent. May 14. Smith & Son, Liverpool 

Friar, Ricuanp, Windle City, St Helens, Farmer. May 2. Thomas, St Helens 
Friar, Samvet, Windle City, St Helens, Farmer. May 2. Thomas, St Helens 
Fur.oncer, Hexry, Gloucester cres, Hyde pk, Esq. May1. Wilde & Co, College hill 
Grorce, Ettex Puiirra, Abergavenny, Mon. AprilS. Wagstaff, Pershore 
Hawerss, Cuar.es, Warwick st, Belgrave sq, Esq. May11. Shearman, Gresham st 
KentiinG, Bernarp Ayton, Leeds, Woollen Buyer. May 21. Killick & Co, Bradford 
April 30. Hewett, Reading 

Ovex, Tuomas, Manchester, Commission Agent. April 30. Alderson, Manchester 
May 1. Bell & Amos, Clement’s inn 


Pooxz, JutietT Hannan, Argyle terr, Bristol. May 9. Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Scarv, Many, Bishop’s Waltham, Hants. April 30. F. 1. & J, C. Warner, Winchester 


Garnett & Co 


LEVESQUE, 


| ante, Epwarp, Bournemouth, Esq. May 4. Tathams & Pym, Frederick’s place, Old 


ewry 
Senrance, Wituiam Var - oles Shanghai, China. July 15. 


ouse, Old 
Suaw, ALEXANDER, Abbey rd, Kilburn. May 1. Collisson & Co, Bedford row 
Wake, Frepenicx, Manchester, Yarn Agent. May 26. Farrar & Hall, Manchester 


Wa pnow, Joux, Albemarle st, Piccadilly, Gent. May 16. Bonney, Chancery lane 


Morley & Co, Gresham 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Derby Pet Mar 25 


Dawser, Joun Mansnatt; Heanor, Derbyshire, Groce” 
ar 25 
] 


Piast, Fuspe RICK, Parton, Derbyshire, Wine Merchant 
Stockport Pi h 24 Ord March 24 





London Gazette.—Faipay, March 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arkis, Lous Wricur, and Fe ae Hesry 
Arkix, Ni m, nufacturers Nottingham 
Pet Mar 





















14 


——- Aaeneus, pease, Lanes, Grocer Bolton 

et Mar 12 Ord Mar 2 

suas, Davi, Stafford, Trunk Manufacturer Stafford 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Baty, Cuarves, Lisson Pawnbroker’s Salesman 

Court Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Bexuam, Extexxe Hexev, York st, Baker st, Licensed 

Vi Court Pet Feb5 Ord Mar 23 


Grove, 


Mar 
Buxserr, he gy Portedown rd, Gent 
Pet Ord Mar 23 
Bexsirr, "Feces Potato Market, Kinz’ 
Silesman High Court Pet Mira ¢ 


High Court 


a Pet Mar 25 Ord 
Crew.ey, Anruce Josern, London rd, » ae Bookseller 
¥Amonton Mar 21 Ord Mar 


Pet 
Coorgk, Tuonas, Gt Eastern st, Shoreditch, Manufacturin 
Upholeterer’ h Court Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 
Cuitunm, Gronce, m, Norwich, Labourer Norwich 
Pet Mar10 Ord 


Corrs, Atyeev, Cambri Publican Cambridge Pet 
Mar2 Ord Mar 23 ae, Z 





Frascis | 


Mar 23 
Barey, Jonx, = Eating} house Keeper York Pet Mar | 
2 Ord Mar 25 


Brooxs, Joux Lasserr, Ilfracombe, Builder Barnstaple | 
Pet 2% Ord Mar 2% 


P bey I Potato 
Cautren, Witsian, Salisbury, Tailor Salisbu Pet Mar 

2% Ord Mar 25 ns | 
Choo, Hesry Conxstaxtixe, Perry Barr, Staffs, Gent 


Dorrett, Henry Bexsamin, Endell st, cong Acre, Builder 
High Court’ Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 

Dvurove, Cuartes Jouy, Builth, Te din Plumber 
Newtown Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Erty, James Barstowe, Portsea, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Futrvoye, Eowarp Warren, Santley st, Clapham, Basket 
Manufacturer High C ourt Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 23 

Greys, Ropert Harrison, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet 
Mar 24 Ord Mar 25 

Gaanam, J D, Queen’s mansions, Victoria st High Court 
Pet Jani Ord Mar 25 

Grerenxnovuse, WaLi1ER, Newport, Mon am gal s Manager 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Hauser, Wittiam Joux, Barking rd, West Ham, Printer 
High Court Pet Mar24 O; Mar 24 

How sg Pi Marv, Leigh, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet Mar 23 
0 23 

Hueues, Tina; Les, Ashford Kent, Oil Merchint Canter- 
bury Pet Mar 25 Mar 25 

Jarvis, GeonGe, Barry rd, Lordship lane, eee, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 

Jxvrerson, BLaxcuarp, York, Importer Your Pet Mar 

1 Ord Mar 21 











Jowsuy, Tuomas, Gateshead, Durham, Eng Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Matuews, Noau, Kingswinford, Staffs, Boot Dealer 
Stourbridge Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 


Maxue, © r= 5 Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 
Pet Mar Ord Mar 25 


Mircne.t, J fees 4 Durham, Shoemaker 
con ee fouls" aren Cabinet Mak 
Oui eR, ILLIAM, er 
Kingston Pet March 24 Ord March 24 





Pratt, aoe Soulby Westmrid, Cattle Dealer Kendal 
Pet March 24 March 2 

Ricnarpson, Tuomas, Upper Poppleton, Yorks, Foam) late Market 
Gardener York Pet March 25 h 25 

Suiream, Harry, Sheffield, Grocer sheila 3 Pet March 14 

Ord March 


23 
Saitn, Cuarces, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Hatter Coven- 
try Pet March 24 Ord March 24 
Ssiru, Wii11am, Thornton, ne Grocer Bradford 
Pet March Ord March 2 


21 

Taomas, Wittiamn, Lianwinio, eit Farmer 
Carmarthen Pet March 2i Ord March 21 

Tomkies, CHARLES ned Bristol, Glass Embosser 
Bristol Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Turner, Cuartes Birks, Kingston upon Hall, Dealer in 
Toy Goods Kingston upon Hull Pet March 24 Ord 
March 24 

Warens, Jouy, Carlisle, Tohgcconist Carlisle Pet March 
25 Ord March 25 


Warxtiys, ALrrep, Stone, Staffs, Stationer Stafford Pet 
March 25 ’ 


Ord March 25 


Warson, Jouy, 25 "Ord March 23 Glam,)Engine Driver Aberdare 
Ww rh J sa a3 ral Dealer Cardiff 
ILLIAMs, Joun, Roath , Gene er Car¢ 

Tet March 94 Ord ‘March 4 
Witsoy, Henperr fom Leeds, Blacksmith Leeds Tet 
March 24 Ord Murch 24 
FIRST MEETIN 


Banen, Joun, York, eller house ites x April 8 at 12.30 
Off Ree, York ” ee 4 


ea Aarne, Pepebettom, Lancs, Grocer April 7 
atl 


“4 MTrunk Manufacturer April 6 


Barnett, Siva 8 
Ree, 8 Martin's pl, Staiford 


at 11.30 Off 
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Bert, Witt1am Hewry, Harlow Hill, Ovingham, North” 
umberland, Farmer April7at3 Off , Pink lane’ 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Birv,. Witu1Am, Deanshanger, Northamptonshire, Hay 
Dealer April 7 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, North- 
ampton 

Carus, Joun Tuomas, and Jane Ann Catuin, Bedford, 
Butchers April 10 at 11.30 1a, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Curtis, ALrreD, Cambridge, Publican Apriléat12 Off 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

DAVIES, WIiiian, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Brewer’s Traveller 
April,7 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Epwarps, WittiAm SwHapracn, Kidderminster, Grocer 
April 7 at 2. _Heoper & Weston, solors, Kidderminster 

Eskins, WiLt1AM Drew, Hereford, Wheelwright April 17 
at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

FANsHAWE, "Henry "Horatio, Greenhill park villas, Willes- 
den, Solicitor April 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
es k; ~! Newcastl ril 

Focaix, Joux, New e on e, Surgeon <A 8 at 11 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne # 

Forp, Wituia Tuomas, New Cross, Kent; Lighterman’s 
Manager April 7 ‘at 11.30 24, Railway approach, 
London bridge 

GarpineR, ALBERT Frank, Cawley rd, South Hackney, 
Publisher April 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

GREENHOUSE, WALTER, Newport, Mon, Outfitter’s Manager 
- 7 at12 Off Rec, Council chmbrs, Corn st, Newport, 

on 

Hopason, Gzorce Martiy, Kendal, Boot Dealer April 4 
at1l Off Rec, 120, High te, Kendal 

How, Henry, Stourbrid utcher April 8 at 2 CH 
Collis, solicitor, Stour’ ridge 

Howarp, Mary, Leigh, Lancs, Draper April7 at11.30 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

JEFFERSON, Banc narp, York, Importer April 8 at 11.30 
Off Ree, York 

JOHNSON, Josep Hu, Kingston upon Hull, Ladies’ Tailor 
April 3at3 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hult 

JONES, Tuomas, Hay, Breconshire, Tailor April 17 at 10.15 

2, Offa st, Hereford 
on James Henry, Stamshaw, Landport, Builder 
April 20 at 4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 


Maney, Witu1am, Aldershot, Coal Merchant April 3 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

MATHEWS, Noan, Kingswinford, Staffs, Boot Dealer April 
8at2.15 J Hinds, solicitor, Stourbridge 

Meeps, WILLIAM, Boston, Lincolnshire, eo Victualler 
‘April 9 at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, High st, Bosto: 

Mixsuvu1, Rosert Train, Liverpool, Artist Apeil 13 at 2 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Newsury, J Coun, Grosvenor Club, Bond st, Esq April 
Zat1 Off Rec, Lianidloes 

Nicky, Jonn Henry, Willenhall, Staffs, Grocer April 27 
at ll Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Pickes, Joan, Catlinghow, Batley, Yorks, Cotton Doubler 
April7 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Pierce, Jony, late of Accrington, Grocer April 15 at 2 
County Court house, Blackburn 

Pirtis, Georer, Southsea, Builder April 20 at 3.30 Off 
Ree, Cambridge Junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Pryce, Gzorce Augustus NEALE, Sheffield, Mantle Maker 
Apr 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Rees, Jounx, Helprin ringham, ines, Clerk in Holy Orders 
‘Apr 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 

Reyyo.ips, George Epwix, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, 
Grocer Apr 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

RicHarpsoy, Tuomas, Upper Poppleton, Yorks, late Market 
Gardener Apr 9at11.30 Off Rec, York 

Suarr, Georce Francis, Birkenhead, Grocer Apr § at 2.30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live: 

—, Wittram, Thornton, Brattord, Grocer Apr 7 at 11 

ff Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
wisn Foster, North Shields, Merchant Tailor Apr 7 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New castle-on-Tyne 

SouTHALL, Josepn, Kidderminster, Weaver Apr 7 at 2. 20 
A 8 Thursfield, Solor, Kidderminster 

Sporrorru, Mark am, Leeds, Engineer’s Draughtsman 
Apr6ati11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Watters, Davip, and Tuomas Watters, Penybank, nr 
Llangytelach, Glam, Builders Apr 4 at 12 Off Rec, 
97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Wess, Sipvey Luton, Beds, Licensed Victualler Apr 9 at 
11 Court house, Luton 

Wowerstey, Cuarzes, Liversedge, Yorks, Currier Apr 6 
at 3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, es 

Wrox, ELizABerH, Liverpool, Confectioner Apr 6 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barex, Joux, York, Eating House Keeper York Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 

Barker, Fartn1 Artuur, Fulham rd, Middlesex, Piano- 
forte Dealer High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord March 25 

Bae, ALPHONSO, Lae Lanes, Grocer Bolton 


March 12 Ord March 
me... wt Davin, Stafford, Trunk Manufacturer Stafford 
Pet March 23 Ord March 
Brooks, Joun LABBEertT Liracombe, Builder Barnstaple 


Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Byrxz, Garrerr Micuarev, Parliament = | Sate, 
M.P. High Court Pet Dec13 Ord Mare 

ig Se Harrogate, Draper York et March 


16 
CLew ey, ARTHUR | aR London rd, Enfield, Bookseller 
onton Pet Mareh 21 Ord March 21 
Cores, Joun, Cardiff, Carpenter Cardiff Pet March 16 
Ord March 23 
Cooper, Tuomas, Gt Eastern st, Shoreditch, b, Mona istating 
Upholsterer’ High Court ‘Pet Ord March 25 
oun aa Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Pet 
D. : Jo a : it Derbyshire, Grocer 
AWBER, JouN MarsHaci, Heanor, ire, 
ot... r Weer tienen Merah 3 itor 
¥, Aurrep Wyatt, High Court 
Pet Jan15 Ord March 25 





Dorovr, Cartes Joun, Builth, a Plumber 
Newtown Pet March 24 Ord March 2 

Erry, James Bristowe, en Soe Feskcasias Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 


Foaarx, Joux, Newcastle on Surgeon Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet March 18 Ord ‘aren 36 

Furvoye, Epwarp WALTER, Santle ne — 
Manufacturer High Court Pet 5c 


Gewnn, Ropert Harrison, Leicester, Grocer = 
March 23 Ord March 25 


Harmer, Witttam Jonny, Barking rd. ha F Ham, Printer 
High Court Pet March 24 Ord 

Harrar, Grorcr Henry, Manchester, Timber Merchant 
Manchester Pet March 20 Ord March 24 

Hockxiey, Grorce, Barry, Glam, Greengrocer Cardiff 
Pet Mareh 18 Ord March 25 

Howarp, Mary, Leigh, Lancs, Draper> Bolton Pet March 
23 Ord March 24 

Hueues, Cuarves, Ashford, Kent, Oil Merchant Canter- 
bury Pet March 24 Ord March 25 

Jarvis, Georae, Barry rd, Lordship lane, Dulwich, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet March 23 Ord March 24 

Maxx, Rosert, George WILLiAM Jenkryson, and WILL1AM 
Henry Mate, Liverpool, Paint t Manufacturers Liver- 
pool Pet Feb 21 Ord March 24 

Maruews, Noan, Kingswinford, Staffs, pont Dealer 
Stourbridge Pet March 20 Ord March 2 

Newsery, J. Cotiix, Grosvenor Club, Bond st, Esquire 
Newtown Pet March3 Ord March 2: 

Puuuies, Epmunp GrorGe, Seteeicees fies, of no oc- 
cupation Chelmsford Pet March 10 Ord March 23 

Prant, Frepericx, Buxton, Derbyshire, Wine Merchant 
Stockport Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Pratt, Simon, Soulby, Westmoreland, Cattle Dealer Kendal 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Ricwarpson, Tuomas, Upper P ee Yorks, late Market 
Gardener York Pet Marc Ord March 25 

Rive, Maurice, Aldersgate st, Wholesale Furrier High 
Court Pet Feb5 Ord March 21 

Rosoman, Freprrick Apo.paus, Woolston, St Mary Extra, 
—— Gent Southampton Pet Feb 13 Ord 
Mar 

Suirn, te Bedworth, Warwickshire, Hatter Coven- 
ti Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 25 

Ssvrrn, WILiiaAm, ———- Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 

Srrasman, Joun, Old st, Bt uke’ ‘3 Tool Merchant High 
Court Pet Mar21 Ord Mar 

Tuomas, WiriuamM, Llanwinio, OP Farmer 

rmarthen Pet Mar2i1 Ord Mar 21 

Warp, Samvet, Rue Royale, Paris, Tea Dealer High Court 

Pet Dec 29 Ord Mar 25 


Warson, Joux, Aberdare, Glam, Engine Driver Aberdare 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Wartzak, Joun, Eden st, weet rd, Fret Cutter High 
Court Pet "Mar3 Ord Mar 

Wuitaker, James Hircnoy, Hanchester, Cotton Spinner 
Manchester Pet Mar6 Ord Mar 2 

Wireman, Henry Sr Jouy, Crystal Palace, Park rd, Syden- 
ham, Financial Agent igh Court Pet Mar5 Ord 
Mar 25 

Wituams, Jonx, Roath, Cardiff, General Dealer Cardiff 

Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 : 

Witi1ams, W, Cannon st, Timber Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan2 Ord Mar 25 

Wituramsox, Ricuarp Stonenovse, Kingston upon Hull, 
Foreman over Firewood Cutters Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 23 

Witson, Herserr ny Leeds, Blacksmith Leeds Pet 
Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Duncan, Lestiz Fraser, Strand, a High Court 
‘Adjud Sept 10, 1890 Annul March 2 


London Gazette—Turspay, March 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bare, Emma Mary, Lisson grove, Saleswoman High Court 
Pet Mar 26 On 26 


Mar 

Caauations Wiuiam, Sheffield, Hotel Proprietor Shef- 
field Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

Cuave, Saran Ann, Cardiff, Musical Instrument Dealer 
Cardiff Pet March 25 Ord Mar 25 

Dean, SAmuet, Honiton, Devon, Builder Exeter Pet Mar 
25 Ord Mar 25 

GrrExwoop, Wit11am, late of Horton in Ribblesdale, 
Yorks, Farmer Bradford Pet March 16 Ord March 


26 
Gvarp, Joseru, Penzance, Cornwall, Clothier Truro Pet 
March 26 Ord March 26 


Heat, Jesse, Huntspill, ~~ Farmer Bridgwater 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Jonns, Tuomas Henry, ey Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
Innkeeper Wrexham et March 26 Ord March 26 

Kenyon, Tomas, Barrow in gin he ed Barrow 
in Furness t+ March 26 Ord March 

Meakin, JosErn, Poles bpm . Agent 
Coven Pet March 26 Ord March 26 

PARKER, miaM Samuret, Grove ae we = 

Hotel Keeper High Court Pet March 

26 

Pic yew Squire Extts, late of ee Bookseller’s 
‘Assistant Wakefield Pet March 12 Ord March 26 

Rosertsoy, James Murray, late of of Austinfriam, Merchant 
High Court Pe Feb 6 Ord March 38 | 











RvurTHerrorp, es ha 4 —— Dealer 
Sur Ros: Lee, Kent Greenwich Pet 
ER, ERT, 
March 24 Ord March 24 Draper 
Whitt, Atreep GeroreGs, le, Dewsbury, Draper 


Wrvpsor, mi1am Trssimonp, Chorlton on Medlock, 
J Cloth Salesman Manchester 
March 26 Ord 


Yates, oe, = fo Yorks, late Grocer Barnsley Pet 
March 26 March 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buree, Le a eT Birmingham, Hairdresser’s 
Assistant April 9 at 11 ie Udesae com, Berning- 


Bunuam, Sons, page ee Leather Merchant April 
ee Hens Handsworth St Staffs, Builder April 10 at 
| iaerie gt James's chunbre, Derby 

Builder April 10 at 12 


Dean, Samus, Honiton, Dev 
roan, Naser teem, Cee 
Epwakps, NRY JOHN, ton, Kent, Grocer April 9 


at 12.30 24, Railway : London Bri 
Hircncock, CHarues, i Gardener 
= at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 
wee Joun, 


Builder April 9 at 11.30 2%, 
y app, London 


McCaxy, J James, Birmingham, Clerk in Holy Orders April 
10 at 11 25, Colmore row. 

Moye, Witiuiam Jonny, Retruth, wall, Furniture 
Dealer Ap 


Rrort, Reaiarp, 
facturer 


Bournemouth. 
omg April 13 at 11 fF eg 8 - 
Warywnicat, Jouy, Upton, nr Chester, Farmer April 9 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


The following amended notice is substituted - that 
published in the London Gazette of March 20. 


Carr, Jonuy ey Sag oo bury, LB hg A a ieassitadbiliee 


April 10 at3 Off 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Glam, Quarryman 


Davies, Jon, Cyaan, ae 
Pontypridd March 18 March 23 

Drax, Samvust, Honiton, am Builder Exeter Pet 
March March 25 


~ Farmer Bridgwater 
Heatu, Grorce, Farnborough, Southampton, Dairyman 
ME LS Ey 
ENYON, THOMAS, w-in- w- 
in-Furness Pet March 26. Ord March 26° 
Lanp, Josepn, Tuomas Lawn, —_ — Dawes Lanp, 
Eshton, nr | mg Yorks, F; Bradford Pet 
ee Marah 3 od, tint Liverpool 
NSHULL BERT TEGIN, i i 
Pet March 17 Ord March 26 
Sheffield, Mantle 
Man 18 Ord March 25 
Raywer, Wii11aM Hewsry, Gravesend, Builder Rochester 
Pet Feb 28 Ord March 25 
Epwry, Jamaica Bermondsey, 


Court Pet March 12 a nek ee 
a West ‘Onialarh ae 


SEnsiEr, — Godalming, Surrey. Godal- 

ming Pet Feb 17 Ord March 26 
Treress, WALTER, po Evita Annie Treress, Birming- 
Grocers Birmingham Pet March 19 Ord 


— Jesse, Hun’ 


Pryce, Grorce Aveustus NEa.e, 

Sheffield Pet 

Reynoips, Grorce 
Grocer Hi 


RuTHERFoRD, 


bie oy CHARLES, Terman, Yorks, Currier Dews- 
ny, S.A... March 5 Ord March 26 
Yates, eta be fey Ryhill, led” Barnsley Pet 





AU letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

The Subscription to the Soutcrrors’ JOURNAL is 

Country, 288.; with the 

WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 

include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 

scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 

office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half tow ony, Os. 08 


—Town, 26s. ; 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, 


GoLDsMITHS AND SILVERSMITHS, 


1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL 


, E.C., beg re tfully to announce that they ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 
Lonpon , beg respectfully y 


Lxcat Prorgssion or purcHase the same for cash if 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


1772. 
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ONEY.W— Householders or Lodgers 
desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the Conso.tipatep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees ; the full sum ret ad without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, MANAGER. 


AW.—Managing Clerk who could intro- 

duce good business required by a City firm.—Address, 

with full particulars, to B. & Co., care of Witherby & Co., 
Newman’s-court, Cornhill. 





LONDON UNIVERSITY. 





SPECIALLY PREPARED COURSES OF LESSONS 
Are given for the London University 
EXAMINATIONS IN LAW. 





Students are oy ong for these Examinations by a 
London LL.D., who was University Law Exhibitioner, and 
first in First-class Honours in Jurisprudence and Roman 
Law. 
Fees on application. 
Successes Recentity Gain 





R. -UTTLEY. Solicitor, continues to 
rall mee ihe, SOLICITORS. and BAK | 
o an ‘or the ’ an y. 
PRELIMINAR EDIATE, and FINAL, and | 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. | 
Mayy Pupits HAVE TAKEN Honovurs.—For further par- | } 
ticulars, and copies of “ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


AW SOCIETY CLUB.—Notice is hereby 
given that the Annuat Genera Meretine of the 
Law Society Cuivs will be held at the Law Institution, 
CHANCERY-LANE, On TUESDAY, APRIL 21, at 2 o’clock. 
By order of the Committee 
ARTHUR J. ” FINCH, Secretary. 
Law Society Club, Chancery -lane. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE a4} MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Pom ag! the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Town 


| application to the Secretary (Univ. 


During the yeur over 450 U. C. C. ‘Students passed | 
London Exams. | 

oe Inter. Laws and LL.B., 1891, 6 U. C. C. Students | 
= 8 taking Honours (one first place, with University 

xhibition, and one second place). 

Prospectus and full particulars may be had _ post-free on 

Corr. Coll. London 

Office), 12}, Booksellers-row, Strand, W.C. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 

in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other | 

Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or | 

Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE —_ 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY ( aoe 

Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establi hed 

1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


lized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON,) Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 





DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 
(SLATER’S).—The only acknowledged Estab- 


lishment in the City of ae (vide press) for Divorce and 
making secret inquiries by Female and Male Detectives. 
Terms moderate. Consultations free. Telephone No. 
900. Telegraphic Address, “‘ Distance, London. 
Hewry Siater, Manager. 
27, Basinghall-street, London, E.C. 


* 





ESIDENT PATIENTS.—A List of Medical 
Men in all parts willing to receive into their homes 
Resident Patients, together with a full description of the 
accommodation offered, terms, &c., can be had without 





pct CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





or from Mr. G. B. STocKER, 8, Lancaster-place, Strand 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


| 
UNIVERSITY CORRESPONDENCE COLLEGE. | 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge E.C. 


Directors : 
Henry Watpemar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Mark H. Jupes, A.R.1.B.A. 
Miss Brpper. 
Arruur Couen, Q.C. 
F. H. A. Hanpcastie, F.S.I. 
Miss Orme. 
Henry Rutt. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per cent. 

eg naa received at 4 per cent. 

Withdrawals (shares or deposit) at short notice. 

Advances promptly made on freehold or leasehold pro- 
perty. ws of repayments, legal and survey charges, very 
moderate. us free. 

FREDERICK LONG, ae 


Established 1710. 
Office in the World. 
Home ard Foreign Insurances. 
Law Courts Brancu, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 
from whom can be obtained Proposal Forms, Prospectuses, 
and all further information. 


The Oldest purely Fire 


a S "FIRE OFFICE, Sera E.C. 





[HE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUS- 
TEES AND ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 
Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 
feenen: 11, Queen Victoria-street, santo, E.C. 


ACTS HUNTED UP; Registers Sesnial: 
a on Found; P. Traced ; in British Museum, 
ce, and Registries. Books and Papers 
Copied and Translated in any Language from peer oe 
a -—Pracock & Peacock, Antiquarian Genealogists, 
iI Wych-street, W.C. 





LAW UNION FIRE AND LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 





The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business. 


CHIEF 
Ciry 


Orrice—126, 


aac ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C, 


CHANCERY LANE, 


LONDON. 





The Funds in Hand and Capital Subscribed exceed £2,000,000 Sterling. 


CHAIRMAN—JAMES CUDDON, 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—C. 


Esq., 
PEMBERTON, 


7, Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
Esq., 11, Second Avenue, West Brighton. 


STATEMENT OF SOME OF THE ADVANTAGES OFFERED BY THE COMPANY. 


Free and Lire business are both transacted. 
securities. 


1. Liberal Settlement of Losses. 


Annuities are granted, Reversions, Life Interests, &c., purchased, and Loans granted on such 


FIRE nT en ee 


2. Lowest current 


LIFE DEPARTMENT. 


rates of Premium. 







































1. Low rates of Premium. 

2. At the last Division of Profits in 1889 the large Reversionary 
Bonus of £2 per centum per annum on Sums Assured and existing Bonus 
was declared. 

3. All Bonuses vest as soon as declared. 

4. An Interim Bonus of £1 10s. per centum per annum on the Sum 
anes is paid in event of death during currency of any quinquennium. 

Assured have the option of having their Bonuses applied in 
any way they may select at cach Division of Profits. 


6. Endowment Insurance Policies, combining Life Insurance with 
Investment for middle or old age, take the same Bonu® as that allotted to 
Whole Life Policies. 

7. All Endowment Policies and those effected by a limited number 
of payments are non-forfeitable. 

8. The Policies are Whole World and Unconditional. 


9. Claims are payable immediately on proof of death and title. 


Prospectuses and every information may be obtained from 


Ga. 


WaARNEER, Actuary. 
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